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Discourse ILI. 
Daily Lesson I. 
Section (1). 
[Sūtras 1—3]. 
Tho *Soul is something distinct from the Seuse-organs. 
Bhasya. 
Introductory to Si. (1). 
[P. 127, L. 1 to L. 10). 


The Instruments of Cognition have been examined; we 
now proceed to examine the Objects of Cognition. And the 
Soul being the foremost among the Objects of Cognition,t 
it is the Soul that we proceed to examine now. 


The question to be considered is—Is the Soul (which is 
spoken of as ‘[’ ) only an aggregate of the Body, the Sense- ` 
organs, the Mind, the Intellect, and Sensations? or is it 
something different from these? “Whence does such a 
doubt arise ? ” It arises from the fact that Designation is 
found to be of both kinds.{ By ‘Designation’ here is meant 
the expressing of the relationship of the Agent with the 
Action and with the Instrument of that Action. This Desig- 
nation is fuund to bo of two kinds—(1) In one we have the 
Composite Whole designated by its component parts—i.e., 
‘the tree stands by the roots,’ ‘the house stands by the pil- 


© Jt is doubtful whether or not the connotation of the term ‘ Soul’ is the sane 
as that of the term ‘Atman’ But we retain the ordinary term ‘Soul,’ as it is more 
intelligible to the Euglish reader, who applies the term ‘when reference is made to 
continuity of being beyond the present,’ in such ordinary expressions as ‘the Im- 
mortality of the Soul’ ‘Spirit’ or ‘Self’ would perhaps bea more apt rendering 
of t Atman’ 

+ The Soul is foremost, because it is the most important, and also because it is 
the mest loved by man’; ‘it is for the sake of the Soul that all things are dear ’— 
says the Upanigad ; and lastly because in the Enumeration also (in Si. 1-1-9), it is 
Soul that is mentioned first ; hence in the Examination also it is taken up first.— 


~ Bhasyachandra. 


The Tétparya remarks—Though it is stated here that Son! is going to be 
examined, it is the definition or differentiating characteristics of the Soul that is go- 
ing to be examined. This willbe clear as we proceed.’ 


+ That this sentence was regarded, by some people, as a Sūtra is indicated by 
the Parishuddhi, which remarks that this sentence is Bhasya, not Sūtra. 
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lars’ [where what is spoken of as the Instrument, iLe., the 
foots or the Pillars, isa component part of the Agent, the 
Tree or the House] ; and (2) in the other, we have a thing 
designated by something totally different from it; 4. e., fone. 
cuts the tree with the axe,’ ‘he sees with the lamp’ [where 
the instrument, Axe or Lamp, is something entirely different 
from the Cutter or the Seer]; —now with regard to the Soul 
there are such designations as, ‘he sees with the eye, ‘he 
cognises with the mind,’ ‘he ponders with the intellect,’ ‘he 
experiences pleasure and pain with the body’; and iu con- 
nection with this, it is uncertain whether in these we: have 
the designation of the Aggregate or Composite of Body, 
Intellect &c. by means of its components [i.e., the Body &e. 
spoken of as Instruments are only the component parts of 
the Huperiencer, Seer &c., which is thus only an Aggregate of 
the Body &e.], or the designation of one thing (the Seer 
&c.), by means of things different from it [i.e., the Body &c., 
. spoken of as Instruments are different from the Experiencer, 
Seer, &c.] 
Our opinion is that in these expressions we have the 
designation (of the Agent) by something different from itself 
[i.e., the Soul is different from the Body &c.]. 


“ Why so?” 

[The answer is supplied by the Sūtra (1) J. 

| Vartika. 
Introductory to St. (1). 
[ P. 338, L. 1 to P. 349, L. 20). 

The ‘ Objects of Cognition’ having been mentioned next 
after ‘ Instruments of Cognition,’ now begins the eéamination 
of those Objects; so that we are going to examine now those 
things, the mistaken notions in regard to which brings about 
Birth and Rebirth, and the right knowledge of which be- 
comes the cause of the cessation of Birth and Rebirth. Of 
these things Soul being the foremost, it is Soul that we pro- 
ceed to examine. ‘ What is there to examine in regard to 
the Soul?” What is to be considered is whether the Soul 

38, or is not, something different from Body, Sonse-organs, 
Mind and Intellect, 
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* No such enquiry is called for; as the thing itself is 
something unknown, Difference and Non-difference (from 
Body dc.) are qualities; and a quality can subsist only in 
‘an object; and in the present case we find that the object in 
question is absolutely unknown; and so long as tke Object 
is unknown, we cannot have an enquiry into its qualities. 
Hence before proceeding with the inquiry, it behoves you to 
establish the existence of the Object itself.” 


There is no necessity of establishing the existence of the 
Soul;—/firstly, because this has already been done under 
Si. 1-1-10; de. it has been proved under 
that Sūtra that there is such a thing as 
Soul; and this having been already established, the 
subsequent enquiry (as to its being different or otherwise from 
Body) should follow as a matter of course ;—secondly, because 
there is no diversity of opinion on the point; there is no one 
who denies the existence of the Soul; the difference of 
opinion arises only in regard to the particular character of 
this Soul ;—such opinions being held as ‘the Body only is the 
the Soul,’ * Intellect and the rest are the Soul,’ ‘the Aggre- 
gate of Body &c., is the Soul’ and ‘the Soul is something 
entirely different from these ’; certainly such diverse opinions 
could not be held except by persons who admit the existence. 
of the Soul; hence (this being already admitted) it is only 
right thatthe enquiry as to its character and qualities be 
proceeded with;—and thirdly, there is not the least chance 
of any proofs being put forward in support of the view that 
‘the Soul does not exist’; there is no proof in support of the 
non-existence of Soul; and it is for this reason that there is 
no diversity of opinion on that point. 


Var. P. 339. 


“What you say is not right. For some people have 
positively declared that ‘there is no Soul, because no such 
thing is produced; their argument being—‘ There is no Soul, 
because no such thing is ever produced,—it being exactly 
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like the Hare’s Horn (which being not produced, does not 
exist).” 
Our answer to this argument is as follows :— 


The two terms ‘dima nasti’ (‘there is no Soul’) are mutual- 
ly contradictory ; that is, this term ‘ Soul’ as co-ordinated with 
the term ‘is not’ does not express the fact of Soul being an 
absolute ‘ non-entity? ; aud what is the reason for that? The 

' reason is simply this :—The term ‘ Soul’ denotes an entity, 
something existing, and the term ‘is not’ denotes the denial 
of it; now whenever and wherever the existence of a thing 

“is denied, it clearly means that it exists elsewhere ; e.g., 
when the term ‘ jar” is co-ordinated with the term ‘is not,’ it 
does not mean that the jar has no existence at all; all that 
the expression ‘there is no jar’ means is to deny its existence 

only at a particular time and place; the meaning being either 
that it does not exist at a particular place, in the house for 
instance ; or that it does not exist ata particular time, at 
` present, for instance; so that any such denial, as ‘it is not 
before a certain thing’ or ‘it is not above a certain thing,’ 
cannot proceed except from persons who admit the jar to be 

"len entity. Similarly, as regards the denial, ‘there is no 

Soul, does it deny the existence of the Soul at a particular 
point in space? or at a particular time? If the former, 

then such denial can not be right in regard to the Soul, for 
the simple reason that the Soul does not occupy any space 
at all; so that a denial in regard to any point in space can- 
not deny the existence of the Soul, If what you mean is that 
‘the Body is not the Soul,’—then, we ask, who is the person 
that holds the Body to be the Soul, against whom you urge 
the denial P “The denial is in the form that there ts no 
Soul in the Body.” Who says that the Soul is in the Body | 
against whom that denial could be urged? “ Where, 
then, îs the Soul?” The Soul is nowhere. “ Then does 
it nol exist at all?” Certainly, it is not that it does not 
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exist at all; specially because the denial 
you have urged is ina specific form [ ‘ there 
is no Soul’ being, as shown above, only a denial of the Soul 
in regard to a particular time or place]. ‘* What then does 
allthis mean—the Soul is not in the Body, it is not in any- 
thing else, and yet it is not that it does not exist?” The 
meaning is simply this: We speak of a thing as it exists ; 
and as the Soul exists in nothing, we speak of it so.* Nor 
again, is it right to deny the Soul in regard to any point 
of time; because none of the three points of time has any 
bearing upon the Soul; inasmuch as the Soul is an eternal 
entity, none of the three points of time can bear upon itet 
That the Soul is eterna! we shall prove later on under Sūtra 
3.1-19. From tlis it follows that there can be no denial of 
the Self with regard to any point in time. 


Var. P. 340. 


Further, one who puts forward the denial of the‘ Soul’ 
has to explain what is denoted by the word ‘Soul? (that he 
uses); we do not finda single word which is without some 
denotation. If you understand the word ‘ Soul’ as denoting: 
the Body, etc., even so the inner contradiction involved in 
your assertion does not cease. “How?” Because in 
that case your assertion ‘there is no Soul’ would mean 
that ‘there in no Body, etc.’ «What we mean by our 
denial is that there is no such thing as that which you 
assume as Soul.” But as a matter of fact, we do not © 
assume any such thing as the “Soul ; ’ a certain thing is said 
to be ‘assumed,’ when it is regarded as something which 


S There ig no such Universal Law that whatever exists must exist at some 
point in space ; so that the denial of the Soul with regard to any points in space does 
not necessarily imply its absolute non-existence.— Tatparya. 


+ We can speak of a thing as past, only when it does not exist at present ; we 
can speak of a thing as future, when it does not exist in the present ; and we can, 
speak of it as being present, when its previous non-existence has ceased, and future 
non-existence has not arrived, As none of these three conditions is applicable to the 
Soul, it cannot be spoken- of as either ‘present,’ or ‘ past” or ‘ future’— 
Tatparya. : 
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ib is not, on account of its being similar to that something, 
and hence having the properties of this latter imposed upon 
ìt; and certainly we do not regard the Soul as any such thing, 
Consequently, when you make use ofthe phrase, ‘that which 
you assume as the Soul,’ you lay yourself open to the ques- 
tion—in what way do we assume the Soul? Do we assume it 
as an entity or as a non-entily? If we assnme it as an entity, 
what is the resemblance between ‘entity’ and ‘ non-entity ’ 
(which according to you, is what the Soul is), by virtue of. 
which there is such an assumption of the Soul?* If you 
point out any resemblance between the ‘Soul’ and the” 
‘ Not-soul,’ you admit the existence of the ‘Soul;’ as there 
can be no resemblance between ‘entity’ and ‘ non-entity.’ 
“ The notion of ‘I,’ which really pertains to the Body, ete., 
you assume as pertaining to the Soul; and it is in this that 
you are wrong. [This is what we deny when we say ‘there 
is no Soul’].” Even so, inasmuch as you admit the ex- 
istence of something different from Body &c. as being the ` 
object of the notion of ‘I, the inner contradiction in your 


re 


assertion does not cease. 


. TÈ (in order to escape from all this difficulty) you assert 
that—“ it is by no means necessary that every individual word 
must denote an entity ; as for instance, such words as ‘Shinya’ 
‘(Void)’ and ‘ Zamas? (Oarkness)t (do not denote any 
Ss ET entity)” ;—this also. „vill not be right; 

as ae does not save ‘your assertion from 
the ‘inner contradiction;’ [tbe words you cite are not witb- 
out: denotation] ; the denotation of the word ‘ Shanya * (Void) 


is as follows: a substance that has no one to guard or pro- 


*The Soul, which ex-hypothesi is a non-entity, must resemble the entity, before 
it can have the character of the latter imposed upon it, and hence be assumed as an 
‘entity ? Now what is that resemblance or similarity ? 

f At first sight it would seem that throughout this paragraph, ‘ famas’ should be 
read as ‘nabhas ;’ but from 1. 3 on P. 341, and Il. LI et, seq. on P, a; it is clear that 
t tamas’ is the right reading, 


w 
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tect it becomes ‘fit for dogs, and hence comes to be called 
‘ Shinya, which etymologically means ‘shvabhyo hitam, “fit 
for dogs; ’—as regards the otber word ‘ Tamas? (Darkness, 
it denotes such substances, qualities and actions as are charac- 
terised by non-apprehension [i.e. non-apprehended substance, 
quality and action]; that is to say, iu a place where there 
is absence of light, {and substance, ete., are not apprehended], 
the word ‘jamas, ‘Darkness,’ is used, as denoting those 
Substances, etc. Further, when you assert that the word 
‘ ¿amas? does not denote anything, you go against your 
own (Bauddha) doctrine, according to „which Tamas (Dark- 
ness) is that which comprises the four entities (Colour, Taste, 
Odour and Touch), From all this we conclude that there 
is no word that does-not denote something, 

Then again, when you assert that ‘there is no Soul ’— 
you make an assertion contrary to your own 


doctrine. 
* How so?” 


[The following passage occurs in your own 
scriptures] “ O ! Bhadanta, Colour is not ‘I,’ nor are Sensation 
Faculty, Cognition, I, O Bhadanta; similarly Colour is not 
you; nor are Sensation, Faculty, and Cognition ‘you’ ”—In 
this passage, the ‘Skandhas’ cr ‘States’ mentioned are 
denied as bejng the object of the notion of ‘I;’ and this- 
denial is a qualified one (pertaining to a particular phase of 
that notion), and nota general (unqualified) one of the notion 
completely ; one who does not admit the Soul should put 
forward an unqualified denial, in the form ‘there is no J, 
there is no you’ (and notthat ‘this aud that is not I’ etc. 


etc.) * By denying each of the: Skangdhas one by one, it is 
implied that the notion of ‘1’ pertains to the Aggregate of 
these.” In that case it behoves you to point out what is 


that ‘ Aggregate’ apart from Colour and the other Shkandhas 
or ‘States’, to which (you say) the notion ‘I’ pertains. If 
you admit of the ‘Aggregate * as something distinct from the 
‘States’ themselves, then it becomes a mere differ- 
ence of names; what we call ‘Soul’ you call ‘Aggre- 
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gate.’ If, on the other hand, the ‘ Aggregate’ is non-differ- 
ent from the ‘States,’ then it is not possible to conceive of 
it in the singular form ‘I,’ as we never find a singular 
word applied to several things. Asa matter of fact, Colour 
and the other ‘States’ either severally or collectively 
are not the ‘Soul;’ hence the notion of ‘I’ as applied to 


them, comes to be the conception of a thing as what it is not. 


« Well, let it be a wrong notion (i.e. the conception of some 
thing as what itis not); what harm does that do us?” 
Why does it not harm you? As a matter of fact, also ‘ wrong 
notions’ bear the semblance of some ‘right notion’ [hence 
if the notion of ‘I’ in regard to the ‘States’ is wrong, it 
must be. right in regard to something else; and this some- 
thing else is the Soul]. Further, one 
who does not admit the Soul can never 
make any sense out of the Bauddha philosophy. Nor can it be 
said that in the Buddhist philosophical literature there is no 
passage (asserting the existence of the Soul); because we find 
it distinctly mentioned in the Sarvabhisamayasitra. Thus it 
is clear that when the Bauddha asserts that ‘there is no Soul’ 
he goes against his own doctrine. The Sara speaking of the 
Soul is as follows :—‘ O ye mendicants! I am going to point 
out to you the burden as well as the carrier of the burden : 
the five ‘states’ are the burden and the Pudgalz is the 
carrier of the burden ; he who holds that there is no Soul is a 
man with false notions.’ 

As regards the reason, ‘because it is not produced’ 
(which has been put forward by the Opponent on P. 339, L. 6, 
as proving that there is no Soul),—what it does mean is the 
denial of something totally different (from the existence of 
the Soul; as it denies only the fact of its being produced). 
Further, ‘produced’ and ‘not produced’ are properties of 
things ; now what thing is it that is ‘produced’ and what is 
that which is‘not produced’? That thing is ‘ produced ’ 
whose existence is due to a cause; and that thing 

Nyaya Vol, TII. 8. 
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is ‘not produced’ whose existence is not due to a 
cause. [So that all that your premiss ‘because Soul is 
not prodiuced’ meansis that the existence of the Soul is 
not due to a cause, and not that thereis no existence of 
it]. * Why (should the term ‘not produced’ be taken 
to mean this)? ” For the simple reason that the 
negative particle denies produ3tion; in the term ‘ not pro- 
duced’ all that the negative particle signifies is the denial of 
‘being produced,’ the meaning of the whole term being that 
the thing spokea of has no production or birth; so that the 
statement ‘the Soul is not produced’ does not deny the Soul 
(but only its ‘being produco ); just as the expression 
‘this vessel is without water’ (does not deny the vessel, but 
only ‘its containing water’). Ifthe term ‘not produced ” 
means the denial of the very ewistence (of the Soul), then the 
premiss becomes the same as the Proposition [the Proposi- 
tion being that ‘there is no Soul’ and the Promiss meaning 
that ‘the Soul has no existence `]. Further, ‘being not proa 
duced’ is a property ; and no property, except Sumavaya or 
Inherence,’ * can exist by itself; and the only thing in which 
it can subsist (according to your Premiss) is the Soul, Hence 
your Premiss becomes ‘contradictory’ [indicating the evis- 
tence of the Soul, and hence contradicting your Propo: 
sition that ‘there is no Soul’). Even if you hold that 
“though the Property (being not produced) is there, the thing 
with: that property does not exist, —even then you do not 
escape from the incongruity that a property can nevar subsist 
by itself, Then again, what is the meaning of the express- 
ion ‘because it is not produced’? If it mean that there 
is no birth, then the said premiss becomes impossible ; as the 
Soul has its birth. « What is the ‘ birth” of the Soul?” 
The ‘birth’ of the Soul consists (even according to the Baud- 


# Sumavaya is admitted to subsist by itself, because if a subtratum were neces- 
sary for it, it would subsist in that substratum only by the Samavaya-relation ; so 
that there would be an endless series of ‘Samavayas ? 
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dha) in its becoming connected witha fresh aggregate * of 
Body, Organs, Intellect and Sensation. “ What we mean 
by the Soul being ‘ not produced’ is that it has no cause.” In 
this case, it may be that you do not go against any of your own 
doctrines; but the premiss becomes ‘ Contradictory’ (prov- 
ing the contrary of your Proposition); as the thing that has 
no cause is eternal; so that in setting about to prove the 
non-ewistence of Soul you prove its eternality; hence your 
premiss becomes ‘contradictory.’ In fact the Premiss itself 
is contrary to the Proposition: Your Proposition means 
that ‘there is no Soul,’ and your Premiss asserts the perma- 
nent existence of the Soul ; hence, inasmuch as one asserts the 
non-existence of the Soul, and the other its evistence, there 

is clear contradiction between your Premiss 


Vär. P, 343. ; ass 
and your Proposition. 


The above reasonings also serve to reject all premisses 
(put forward in support of the Proposition that ‘there is no 
Soul’), such as—(@) ‘ because it has no héfu,’ (b) ‘because no 
cause of its birth can be pointed out,’ (c) ‘because it is not 
an effect, (d) ‘because it has no cause,’ and so ou; all of 
which are open to objections similar to those urged above 
(against the premiss ‘ because it is nob produced ’ ). 

Now as regards the example that you have cited—“ like 
the Hare’s horn,” 
(not applicable to the case in question). * Why so?” 
The term ‘hare’s horn’ denotes a relationship (subsisting 
between the Hare and the Horn); so that when you deny 
the existence of the ‘hare’s horn,’ it means the denial of that 
relationship, and not that of the Horn. “ We can have for 
our example the relation of the Hare and the Horn.” That 
also will not be right (ù.e., it will not suit your reasoning) ; as 


this also is an example that is impossible 


° The term ‘ Nikdya, translated here as ‘aggregate,’ has been explained by 
the Tétparya as a technical term standing for such corporeal encasement of varying 


ge: grades, as those belonging tə gods, men, animals and so forth. 
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at sometime or other it may be possible for the Horn to have 
some sort of relation to the Hare.* “ But this will be 
contrary to all popular notions.” You mean that the as- 
sumption that there is Horn on the Hare will be opposed to 
all popular notions; but in reality there is no such opposi- 
tion; what the popular notion denies is the relation of 
cause and effect; what people mean is that the Horn is 
neither the cause nor the effect ‘of the Hare; that is to say, 
between the Horn and the Hare, there is no such relation of 
cause and effect as there is between the Horn and the Cow; t 
and certainly the denial of the relation of cause and effect 
does not mean the denial of the very existence (of the Hare’s 
horn); for when one thing is neither the cause nor the effect 
of another.thing, it does not mean that the thing does not 
exist ; for instance, ‘ Dévadatté’s jar’ [which ewists and is yet 
neither the cause nor the effect of Dévadatta]. Then again, 
when one asserts that “ the Hare’s horn does not exist,” he 
should be asked—is this meant to be an Universal Negation, or 
only a particular negation ? If it be meant to be the former, 
that would not be right; as no such negation is possible; 
that is to say, if the statement ‘the Hare’s horn does not 
exist’ is a universal negation (the negation of all Horns, in 
relation to the Hare), then it would mean that the Horns of 
the Cowand other animals also do notexist; and this would be 
absurd ; as certainly the Horns „of other animals are not 
non-existent.{ If, on the other hand, the statement be meant 
to be a particular negation, and what is meant be that some 


SOs a 
© When the Horn of some other animal may be placed upon the head of the 
Hare, the Horn will have the relationship of Conjunction with the Hare. 

+ I£ the Horn were a part of the Hare’s body, then it would be the constituent 
cause of the Hare ; if on the other hand it were only an excrescence, like the wool 
and nails &c., then the Horn would be the effect or product of the Hare.—T@tparya. 

+The denial of all Horns in relation to the Hare would mean that the Hare 
has no sort of relation with any horns ; and this would not be right; as between the 
Hare and the Horn of the Cow, there is at least this relation that: both exist at the 
saine time, 4 
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particular Horn is denied in relation to the Hare,—so that 
what the denial means is that there does not exist any Horn 
of which the Hare is the effect, and of which the Hare is the 
cause ; * and it is this relation of cause and effect (between 
the Hare and the Horn) that is denied ;—the meaning of this 
would be that the relation of cause and effect, which has been 
seen elsewhere, is now denied; and this would thus not be 
an example in support of absolute non-swistence. 


These same arguments also serve to set aside such 
examples as the ‘ Sky-flower’ and the like. 


Another argument put forward by the 
Atheist is—‘ there is no Soul, because no 
such thing is apprehended’; but this also is open to those 
objections against the Proposition and the Example that have 
been urged against the above-discussed argument [ ‘ there 
is no Soul, because no such thing is born, as we find in the 
case of the Hare's Horn’ |. [As the Proposition and the 
Example are the same in both cases]. Then as regards the 
Premiss, ‘ because no such thing is apprehended,’—this also 
is not right; it is not true that the Soul is not apprehended, 
because as a matter of fact the Soul is actually apprehended 
by means of Perception and other Instruments of Cognition. 
The Soul is apprehended by means of Perception.—‘* How 
soP”—The cognition of ‘J,’ which is independent of the 
remembrance of the relation of any major or minor terms, 
and which varies with the variations in the character of its 
object (Soul), must be regarded as perceptional, just like the 
Cognition of Colour and such things, In the case of a Cog- 
nition in regard to which you yourself are in no doubt as to 
its being * perceptional,’ when you are called upon to explain 
why itis ‘ perceptional,’ the only explanation that you can 


Var. P. 344. 


? Both editions read qeq MM a Bry Ae WET F ATTA; which means 
that that of which the Hare is not the effect, isnot the cause of the Hare. But we 


have adopted the reading qeg qi = me UA A uM + FENUA 
> 
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give is that it is a Cognition independent of the remembrance 
of the relation of any major and minor terms and which ap- 
prehends its own object, You will perhaps argue that— 
“ though the said Cognition of ‘I’ is there, its object is not 
the Soul.” O! if that is so, then please point out what is 
the object of that Cognition. “ Colour and such things are 
the objects of that Cognition.” If you mean by this that— 
“ Colour and such things are the objects of the cognition of 
‘I’ in accordance with the declaration that things are called 
Afman (Soul) because they are the originators (/it.'the cause 
of the origination) of the Cognition®* of ‘I,’ ’—this can not 
be accepted ; as it is not true, and also because it has been 
denied (by your own teacher); as a matter of fact, it has 
been denied by your teacher that the notion of ‘I’ pertains 
to Colour &c., in the passage—‘ O Bhiksu, neither I nor you 
are this Colour.’ Hence it follows that Colour &c., can not 
forra the objects of the notion of ‘I’ Nor have we ever 
found the notion of ‘I’ appearing in regard to Colour and 
such things; there never is any such notion as ‘Iam 
Colour,’ ‘I am Sensation,’ and so forth. “ But there are 
such notions as ‘J am fair,’ ‘I am dark’ (where the notion 

of ‘I’ appears in regard to the Body].” There are no 
such conceptions, we reply. “What do you mean?” 
What we mean is that when one has the conception ‘I am 
fair, it does not mean that the observer looks upon his fair 
complevion as his ‘ Soul’; in fact the statement ‘Aham gaurah’, 
‘Tam HEE denotes possession tanding for ‘ Aham gaura- 
rūpavān’ or ‘ Mama rupam gauram, the possessive ending 
being dropped: “ But how do you know that it is as you say, 


©The The Latpar ya explains the term ‘ Alambana’ as Alambyaté anéna; hence 
equivalent to jaaua, ‘Cognition.’ 

+The Tatparya notes that the Bhasya in its introductory remarks to Adhya- 
ya III, has spoken of the conception ‘I am fair, in the sense that fairness is attri- 
buted to the Soul ; and the present denial of the conception by the Vartika would 
appear to be contrary to the Bhasya. But the fact of the matter is that the Bhasya 
has not cited the conception as a right one, or as proving the difference of the Soul 
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and that the conception (‘J am fair `) is not true in its literal 
sense P” What your question means is—‘‘ what are the 
grounds for regarding the conception as signifying possession, 
and as also having dropped the possessive ending P”? We have 
a ground for so regarding it in the fact that the conception 
represents the ‘I’ co-extensive with the ‘my’; that is to say, 
in the conception ‘I am fair,’ the term ‘I’ is found to be 
used in reference to that (Body) which is also regarded as 
‘my’ [i e., we speakof the ‘ Body’ as ‘mine’ ; and the con- 
ception ‘I am fair,’ applies the term ‘I’ to the ‘ Body’]; 
and from this co-extensiveness of ‘I’ with ‘my,’ it follows 
that the term ‘I’ has dropped the possessive ending [and 
really stands for ‘my’; so that the expression ‘I am fair’ 


is equivalent to ‘my body is fair.’] “ Butin actually usage 


we have found the term ‘I’ used as co-ex- 
tensive with ‘my,’ even though the two 
refer to really different things,—where one is a great bene- 
factor of the other ; that is to say, when one person isa great 
benefactor of another (and as such fit to be spoken of as 
“my benefactor,’ ‘he is my friend’), we find the latter using 
the expression ‘he is what I am,’ where ‘I’ is co-extensive 
with [‘he’ who should be spoken of as] ‘my.’” Our 
answer to this is that we have already explained that the 


Var. P. 345. 


from the Body. The applying of the term ‘1’ can be ecplained either as in the 
possessive sense, or in a figurative sense. As regards the notion of ‘ my Soul,’ where 
the Soul appears as distinct from ‘1,’ it is explained on the analogy of the notion of 
‘Rahu’s head,’ where the head is not-different froin Rahu. The Parishuddhi 
adds that though we have both kinds of-conceptions—(@) ‘I know‘ (where the “I 4 
appears as the krower), anil (b) ‘ inysel£’ (where the Sel £ or Soul appears as different 
from ‘ I’), yet we are justified in accepting the former as true in its literal sense, 
and in regarding the latter as true only in a figurative or indirect sense ; because in the 
case of the former, we never find any subsequent notion sublating it; that is, 
we never have any such notion as that the knower is different from the ‘I'; while as 
regards the ponon ‘myself,’ there is this against it that, the Self or Soul is different 
conte a myth e ay by at ana oee os 

or poar $ ries of ‘I’s’. In view of this undesirable contingency, 
ee Justified in regarding the notion “my-Sel£’ as only indirectly or figuratively 
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notion of ‘I’ appearing in reference to the five ‘states’ of 
Colour and the rest, is a wrong notion, apprehending one thing 
as what it is not. 

Thus it is established that the Soul, being the object of 
the notion of ‘I,’ is something apprehended by direct Per- 
ception itself. 

How again the Soul is apprehended by means of Inference 
has been explained under Stitra 1-1-10. There is Authori- 
tative Word also (in the shape of scriptural texts declaring: 
the Soul to be a real entity). 

Thus it is found that all these three Instraments of Cog- 
nition, combining to point to the same thing, establish the 
existence of the Soul. And any valid source of cognition 
to the contrary * there is none. Hence the premiss— 
‘because the Self is not apprehended ’—is absolutely untrue. 

Further, the premiss—‘ because the Self is not appre- 
hended’—is doubtful also; because ‘nn-apprehension > may 
be due to three causes; there are three causes to which the 
‘non-apprehension ° of a certain thing may be due ; it may be 
due to the (absence of the) Apprehender, or to that of the 
Apprehension, or to that of the Apprehended Object; so that 
whenever there is ‘non-apprehension’ of a certain thing’ (of 
the Soul, for instance), it is always doubtful to whose absence 
itis due. If you say that itis due to the absence of the 
Object (Soul), then your premiss turns out to be the same as 

your Proposition; and t certainly the Proposition cannot 


o That is to say, we do not know of any source of valid cognition proytding a cog- 
nition contradicting and sublating the notion ‘ there is Soul’; this notion, vouched for 
by all three Sources of Knowledge, could be sublated buly if a fourth more authorita- 


tive source of knowledge gave rise to the notion that ‘there is no Soul’ ; inasmuch 


there is no such source of knowledge, the validity of the cognition ‘there is Soul’ 
remains unshaken.—Parishuddhi. ; 

t You seek to prove your proposition ‘there is no;Soul "by the premiss ‘ because 
Soul is not apprehended’ ; and you now say that this * Pe of the Soul 
is due to tha non-existence of the Soul’; hence your prefiss — because the Soul is not 
apprehended ’ means the came as ‘ because the Soul does not exist’ ; and your reasou- 
ing thus resolves itself into the following “form—‘ there is no Soul, because there 
is no Soul.’ : oe È? 
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prove itself; hence your premiss does not prove anything, 
Further, you are putting forward ‘ non-apprehension ’ as the 
Probans proving the non-ewistence of the Soul (the Subject of 
your syllogism) ; but what is the substratum of this ‘non- 
apprehension’? Ifyou admit that the Soul is its substratum, 
[as you should, in view of the fact that the Probans, to be 
effective, must subsist in the Subject], then you stultify your- 
self; holding that the ‘ Soul is the substratum’ and yet that 
‘ibdoes not exist’! If, on the other hand, the Soul be not the 
substratum of the ‘non-apprehension,’ then what would be 
the use of your Progans? Certainly a Probans without a 
substratum can not prove anything at all. * But non- 
apprehension also does not exist [i.e., ib is a negative quality, 
andas such, need not have a positive entity for a substratum, 
which can be necessary only for a positive quality].” In 
that case (if ‘non-apprehension’ does not exist), what is 
the meaning of the premiss ‘ because of non-apprekension “2 
Certainly that which does not exist cannot be a probans. * 
« The non-apprehension {is a real entity, and) is a property 
subsisting in the Soul, which is assumed,” It behoves you 
to explain in what form the Soul is assumed? Do you assume 
the Soul as æ nonentity? Or as an entity? If you assume it 
as an entity, then ‘oon-apprehension’ cannot belong to it; for 
example, when the Post is assumed to be the man, the pro- 
perties of the Post are not perceived. [Hence when the 
non-existent Soul is assumed as an ewisting thing, there can be 
no conception of its ‘non-apprehension,’ which is a property 
only of the non-existent thing]. If, on the other hand, you 
hold that ‘non-apprehension’ is the property of the Soul 
which is assumed as a non-entity,—then it is true that you 
succeed in proving the ‘non-apprehension’ as the property 
(of a positive entity), ; but your theory of ‘assumption ° is 


2 Both editions read Taar ARa fet. But the right reading is 404a 


araa te | 
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rendered futile. “ Why so?” For the simple reason- 
Re Soh eat : SSO is always false; that is, 

assnmption’ always represents a thing as 
what it is not; hence when you say that the Soul is assumed. 
as non-existent, it means that in reality it is not non-eLis- 
tent; and if the Soul is really not non-existent, your propound- 
ing of the ‘ assumption’ becomes frustrated. Then again, 
for what purpose is the Soul assumed to be non-existent? It 
it is so assumed for the purpose of (providing a subtratum 
for) the Probans (‘ Non-apprehension ), then, it may be that 
the Probans, for whose purpose it was assumed, becomes pro- 
vided with a substratum ; but the desired conclusion is not 
established; for when a min assuməs, in the Man, the 
qualities of the Post, and then puts forward those qualities 
as his ‘ Probans’ (for proving the Mun to be the Post), the 
fact of the Man being the Post is not proved thereby. * 
Thus it is found that ‘ because 1b is not apprehended’ also is 


not a valid premiss. 


|The Siddhantin puts forward an argument in proof of the 
existence of the Soul].—The term ‘Soul’ must have for its 
denotation something distinct from the denotations of the 
terms ‘Colour-state’ (° Name-state,’ ‘ Sensation-state » and 
‘Cognition-state ’),—because it isa single term, and not the 
same as the terms ‘Colour-state’ and the rest,—like such 
words as ‘ Jar’ and the like. Tho same bolds good regarding 
the notion of ‘Iit “In this reasoning the Instance cited 1s 


© You assume the existent Soul to be non-existent and then put forward ‘non- 
of the non-existent thing, to prove that the Soal 


apprehension,’ which is a property 
e one aseumes the man to be the Post, 


is non-existent. This is just like the case wher 
and then puts forward some quality of the Post to prove that the Man is the Post.— 


Patparya. 
+The Parishuddhi formulates this reasoning thus --—The notien of ‘T° must 
pertain to an object distinct from Colour &c.,—because it isa notion of a character 
distinct from that of the notions of ‘Colour’ and the rest,—like the notion of the 
‘Jar’ and such other thiugs. 
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not true.” * We have already answered this argument by 
pointing out that the thing possessed of the quality must be 
something different from the quality itself. [So that the 
Jar, which is possessed of the quality of ‘ Colour, cannot be 
the same as ‘Colour ’]. “ But your premiss is vitiated in 
view of such terms as ‘Darkness’ and the like.” | You 
mean by this as follows—“ The term ‘ darkness’ is a single 
word, and also not the same as the terms ‘ Colour-state’ and 
the rest, and yeb it does not denote anything; and the 
same may be the case with the term ‘Soul’; ”—this however 
is not right; as it involves a self-contradiction on your part: 
When you say that the term ‘Darkness’ does not denote 
anything, you contradict your own doctrine, under which 
‘Darkness’? isthe ‘container’ or ‘compriser’ (of Colour, 
Taste, Odour and Touch).t So far as we are concerned, we 
do not accept the view that the term ‘ Darkness’ does not 
denote anything [so that this cannot vitiate our premiss]. 
“If you regard the term ‘ Darkness’ as denoting a certain 
thing, then you contradict the (Vaishésika) Sūtra, which 
declares that ‘ Darkness’ is mere negation of light, because 
it is entirely dissimilar in its nature to Substance, Quality 
and Action’ (Vai. Su. 5-2-19).” ł There is no force in 
this objection, we reply; as you have not grasped the mean- 
ing of the Sūtra quoted; what the Sūtra means is that 


© That is to say, according to us, Bauddhas, the ‘Jar’ is not anything distinct 
from Colour &o.' all objects being only manifestations of the ‘State’ of ‘Colour,’ 
‘Sensation’ &c, Henceif the case of the term ‘Soul’ is analogous to that of the 
term ‘Jar,’ the Soul cannot. be something different from the said ‘States’ of Colour &c. 


+The reading is SUt@lY, as found in both editions and also in the Ta@tparya ; 


but the latter points out that SMIT stands for Sq@y. See in this connection; 
above Text, P. 341, where also a reference is made to the same Baugdha doctrine. 


£The Opponent urges this objection under the impression that, when the 
Siddhantin asserts that the term ‘ Darkness’ denotes a certain thing, he means that 
the term denotes a positive entity ; and this certainly would be contrary to the Sitra 
quoted, according to which Darkness is only a negative entity, were negation of 


light ; ¿.e., negation of all connection with such light as-is endowed with manifest. 
ed Colour. 
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€ what are donoted by the word Darkness are such Substance, 
Quality- and Action as are devoid of all connection with 
light.’* Thus there is nothing in our theory that goes against 
the.Stitra. 


Others again, having stated the Proposition in the form — 
‘the living body is not with Soul’—put forward, ia support 
of it, such premisses a3 ‘because it exists’ and the like. 
This also is not right; because none of the alternatives 
possible under this is admissible. Forinstance, what is the 
meant by the Living Body being ‘not with Soul’? (a) If 
it means thatthe Body does not serve any useful purpose 
for the Soul, then there can be no corroborative instance 
(sach as would be accepted by both parties); as (according 
to us) there is nothing that does not serve a useful purpose 
for a Soul. (b) If again, the meaning is simply the denial 
of the Soul, the meaning of the Proposition being that ‘ the 
Soul is not the Body,’ then our answer is— 
who is there that regards the Body as the 
Soul? [i.e. We also do not hold the Body tobe the Soul; so 
that the denial is futile], Then again, the negative preposi- 
tion ‘nis’ [notin the term ‘ Nirafmakam, ‘not with Soul’] 
signifies the negation of what follows it [i.e., ‘not with Soul’ 
means the negation of something with Soul]; so that it be- 
hoves you to explain what is that which is ‘ with Soul’; for 


Var. P. 347. 


. in no ease do we find the negative preposition ‘nis’ prefixed 


to a term denoting a non-entity; for instance, in the term 
Nirmashakam’ (the preposition ‘nis’ is prefixed to the term 
< Mashaka, which denotes a positive entity, the mosquito]. 


Hence there is nothing in the Satra to justify the view that the term 
‘ Darkness’ denotes nothing. 

The Tatparya remarks—It would have been a much simpler auswer to the 
Opponent’s objection to point ont—(1) that even as denoting a negative entity, the 
term ‘ Darkness’ cannot be said to denote nothing, and (2) that when we say that 
the term denotes a certain thing, we do not necessarily mean that it denotes a positive 
entity. But the Vurtika has met the Opponent or his own ground, thereby shaking 
his vanity. 
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not true.” * We have already auswered this argument by 
pointing out that the thing possessed of the quality must be 
something different from the quality itself. [So that the 
Jar, which is possessed of the quality of ‘ Colour,’ cannot be 
the same as ‘Colour ’}. “ But your premiss is vitiated in 
view of such terms as ‘Darkness’ and the like.’ _ You 
mean by this as follows—“ The term ‘darkness’ is a single 
word, and also not the same as the terms ‘ Colour-state > and 
the rest, and yeb it does not denote anything; and the 
same may be the case with the term ‘Soul’; ”—this however 
is not right; as it involves a self-contradiction on your part: 
When you say that the term ‘Darkness’ does not denote 
anything, you contradict your own doctrine, under which 
‘Darkness’ isthe ‘container’ or ‘compriser’ (of Colour, 
Taste, Odour and Touch).t So far as we are concerned, we 
do not accept the view that the term ‘ Darkness’ does not 
denote anything [so that this cannot vitiate our premiss]. 
“Jf you regard the term ‘ Darkness’ as denoting a certain 
thing, then you contradict the (Vuishésika) Sūtra, which 
declares that ‘Darkness’ is mere negation of light, because 
it is entirely dissimilar in its nature to Substance, Quality 
and Action’ (Vai. St. 5-2-19).” ł There is no force in 
this objection, we reply ; as you have not grasped the mean- 
ing of the Sūtra quoted; what the Sūtra means is that 


zÁ 


© That is to say, according to us, Bauddhas, the ‘Jar’ is not anything distinct 
from Colour &o. all objects being only manifestations of the ‘State’ of ‘Colour,’ 
‘Sensation’ &c, Henceif the case of the term ‘Soul’ is analogous to that of the 
term ‘Jar,’ the Soul cannot. be something different from the said ‘States’ of Colour &e. 


+The reading is SWIN , as found in both editions and also in the Ta@lparya ; 


but the latter points out that SNINY stands for SqWeY. See in this connection., 
above Test, P. 341, where also a reference is made to the same Bauddha doctrine. 


{The Opponent urges this objection under fhe impression that, when the 
Siddhantin asserts that the term ‘ Darkness’ denotes a certain thing, he means that 
the term denotes a positive entity ; and this certainly would be contrary to the Sūtra 
quoted, according to which Darkness is only a negative entity, were negation of 


light ; i.e, negation of all connection with such light as-is endowed with manifest- 
ed Colour. 
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€ what are donoted by the word Darkness are such Substance, 
Quality. and Action as are devoid of all connection with 
light.’* Thus there is nothing in our theory that goes against 
the.Siitra. 

Others again, having stated the Proposition in the form — 
‘the living body is not with Soul’—put forward, ia support 
of it, such premisses a3 ‘because it exists’ and the like. 
This also is not right; because none of the alternatives 
possible under this is admissible. Forinstance, what is the 
meant by the Living Body being ‘not with Soul ’? (a) If 
it means that the Body does not serve any useful purpose 
for the Soul, then there can be no corroborative instance 
(sach as would be accepted by both parties); as (according 
to us) there is nothing that does not serve a useful purpose 
for a Soul. (b) If again, the meaning is simply the denial 
of the Soul, the meaning of the Proposition being that ‘the 
Soul is not the Body,’ then our answer is— 
who is there that regards the Body as the 
Soul? [i.e. We also do not hold the Body tobe the Soul; so 
that the denial is futile], Then again, the negative preposi- 
tion ‘nis’ [notin the term ‘ Nirafmakam, ‘not with Soul’] 
signifies the negation of what follows it [i.e., ‘not with Soul’ 
means the negation of something with Soul]; so that it be- 
hoves you to explain what is that which is ‘ with Soul’; for 


Var. P. 347. 


. in no case do we find the negative preposition ‘nis’ prefixed 


to a term denoting a non-entity; for instance, in the term 
Nirmashakam’ [the preposition ‘nis’ is prefixed to the term 
< Mashaka, which denotes a positive entity, the mosquito]. 


lates S ee ee E O 

9 Hence there is nothing in the Satra to justify the view that the term 
‘Darkness’ denotes nothing. 

The Tatparya remarks—It would have been a much simpler answer to the 
Opponent’s objection to point out—(1) that even as denoting a negative entity, the 
term ‘ Darkness’ cannotbe said to denote nothing, and (2) that when we say that 
the term denotes a certain thing, we do not necessarily mean that it denotes a positive 
entity. But the Vurgika has met the Opponent or his own ground, thereby shaking 
his vanity, 
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(c)If again the statement * the Body is not with Soul’ is meant 
to deny the Soul in the Body, then the reasoning proves what 
is already admitted by all; for who is there who holds 
that the Soul subsists in the Body? (d) If then, the state- 
ment means that ‘the Body has no connection with Soul A 
then, there can be no corroborative instance ; {as, according 
to us, there is nothing that is not connected in some way or 
other, with the Soul]. Lastly, all the aforesaid four cases 
would mean the denial of a particular character in regard to 
the Soul; and this would imply the admission of the Soul 
itself, in a general way; so that what was sought to ba 
denied becomes admitted ! 


[Another argument put forward by the Atheist is]|—‘‘ The 
term ‘Soul’ denotes something transient,— because it is 
composed of letters.” * But, in the first place, in view of 
the term ‘eternal’ (which is composed of letters and yet 
denotes something not transient), the premiss of the above 
reasoning is found to be untrue; and secondly [the term 
‘oul’ in your reasoning, can stand either for the Body &e., 
or for something other than Body &.]. . If the term ‘ Soul ’ 
stands for the Body &c., then your argument becomes super- 
fluous fas it proves only that the Body §c., are transient, 
which, as admitted by all parties, does not require any proof]; 
and if the term ‘Soul’ stands for something other than the 
Body &c., and your Proposition declares it as denoting 
something transient, then the existence of something other 
than the Body &c., becomes admitted; and this goes against 
your doctrine [by which there is no entity apart from the 
Body &c.] 


© The argument is thus stated in the Tatparya—“ Every word composed of 


letters denotes something transient ; as we find in the case of such words as ‘Jar’ 
and the like’; and if the Soul is something transient, it must be a mere Idea ; so that 
the argument proves that the word ‘ Soul’ stands for Zdea, and not for any lasting 
entity. This therefore comes to be a denial of the Logictan’s ‘Soul.’ 
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Thus it is found that the more we examine the doctrine 
of there being no such thing as Soul, the more incapable 
we find it of bearing the force of reasoning. 


[One of the main arguments in support of the existence 
of the Soul isthe one put forward in Saukhyakarika, that, 
inasmuch as all composite objects are found to be for the 
sake of something other than itself, and as the Body is a 
composite object, the Body must be for the sake of some- 
thing other than itself; and this something is the Soul: 
Against this the Opponent raises an objection ].—“ Inasmuch 
as the Hye and the other organs are composite objects, they 
must be for the sake of something other than themselves ; 
as we find in the case of such composite things as the Bed- 
ding, the Seat, and the like: but even so the said organs also 
must exist for the sake of some other composite object 
[and not for any such non-composite and immaterial subs- 
tance as the ‘ Soul’].” If you mean by this that—“ it is 
true that composite things exist for the sake something other 
than themselves; but it is only some other composite thing 
for whose sake composite things are found to exist; as we 
find in the case of such composite things as the Bedding, 
the Seat &c. [which exist only for the sake of the Body that 
uses them, and the Body is only another composite subs- 
tance|,”—our answer is that the very admission of the 
‘Composite’ (as distinct from the component, Colour &c.) 
involves a self-contradiction on your part: You (Bauddhas) 
do not admit of any ‘composite’ apart from the ‘states’ of 
Colour and the rest; and unless some ‘other composite’ is 
admitted, it cannot be asserted that ‘composites exist for 
the sake of other composites’; while if such a ‘ composite’ 
is admitted, it goes against your doctrine. “ All that we 
mean by putting forward the reasoning is to point out an 
undesirable element (invalidating factor) in the argument of 
our Opponent (who tries to prove the existence of the Soul 
by the premiss that ‘ Composites exist for the sake of 
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others’).” If you. meat iby this that—“ We do not admit of 


another ‘ Composite’ ; all that we mean to point out is that 


the premiss of our Opponent is open to the objection that 
one Composite is never found apart from another Composite ; 
and in fact whenever a thing is found to exist for the sake 


: of something else, this something else is always a composite 


A 


ig g substance, —our answer in that case is 
sew Var. P. 348. that this is not true,—(a) because it involves 
a e self-stultification, and (b) because what has 


n Been urged is not admitted. That is to say, in the first place, 


(b) according to the. philosopher who holds the Soul to be 
something distinct (from the Body &c.), no composite subs- 
tance serves the purposes of another Composite Substance, 
[e.g., the Bedding serves the purpose, not of the Body, which 
ig a composite substance, but of the Self ensouling that 
Body]; and the pointing of an invalidating factor can be 
effective only when what is pointed out is accepted by both 
parties;—and secondly, (a) what has been urged implies 
self-stultification also: that is to say, when a reasoning is 
put forward in words intended to convey a certain: sense, if 
it were really invalidated by imposing upon it a sense entire- 
ly at variance with what the words were originally meant to 
convey, then, such a process would put an end to (and invali- 
date) all Inferential Reasoning. “Why so?” Because 
in this way, even that inferential reasoning- which is accepted 
(by the Bauddha) would become invalid ; e.g., even the pre- 
miss ‘ because itis a product,’ urged in proof of the proposi- 
tion that “Sound is non-eternal,’ would become invalidated. 
“How? ‘Being a product, being invariably concomi- 
tant with ‘non-eternality,’ proves non-eternality ; aud it also 
proves the character of ‘being something devoid of pain’; 
and just as it proves this character of ‘being something 
devoid of pain, it also proves the character of ‘ being not 
apprebended by the auditory organ’ ; so that (by imposing 
all this import upon the premiss ‘ because it is a product’), 
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ono might put forward the reasoning ‘Sound is not appre- 
hended by the auditory organ, because itis a product, like 
the Jar &c.’, [and this will be regarded as really shaking the 
validity of the original valid inference ‘ Sound is non-eternal, 
because it is a product like the Jar &c,’]!* “ But in the 
last reasoning put forward, [‘Sound is not apprehended by ~ 


the auditory organ &e. &c., ] the Proposition itself is opposed 


to afact of Perception; t so that no premiss put forward in 


support of that Proposition can ever be valid [and as such Pea, 
sonings cannot invalidate any inferential reasonings, the 
method adopted by us can not put an end to the entire `. 


inferential process].” Well, in that case, the proposi- 
tion that ‘the Eye &c, are for the sake of other com- 
posite things, (put forward by the Bauddha) is opposed 
to Inference and Scripture ;—and further, when you postulate 
the ‘other composite’ (for whose sake the Hye &c., accord- 
ing to you, exist), that also remains a Composite; so that 
that also should exist for the sake of another (third) ‘ Com- 
posite’ thing ; and so on and on, there would be an unending 
series (of ‘Composites’). And as no ons can justify the 
assumption of such an infinite series of ‘Composites’ (and 
it is necessary to postulate a point where the series comes 
to an end), that point where the series comes to an end would 


° When the Logician makes the statement ‘the Hye &c. are for the sake of 
others,’ all that he means to prove is that the ‘Composite ’ cunsisting of the Body, 
the Organs, Sensation and Cognition is for the sake of something distinct from 
these ; and xot that they are for the sake of another Composite. So that when he 
puts forward his premiss, it must be taken in the sense in which he intends to take 
it; and there is no doubt that when taken in thal sense the premisa does prove the 
proposition it is meant to prove. If however, his opponent imparts to the premiss 
a meaving not intended by the propounder himself, and then finds in it elements of 
invalidity, —and this were taken as really invalidating the original premiss, then all 
Influential reasoning would come to an end, as by imposing upon the premiss a 
meaning that is not intended, any number of invalidating factors may be found in 
every reasoning. 

+ The text uses the term ‘Anumdna’; but what is meant is a fact of Percep= 
tion ;—that Sound is perceived by the auditory organ is a fact of perception; and 


this is contradicted by the Proposition that ‘Sound ‘is zot apprehended by the audi- 
tory organ,’ 
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bea ‘non-composite’ thing. It follows from this that if 
there is no ‘non-composite’ thing, then in the absence of the 
‘non-composite’ thing, it is not possible to account for the 
existence of the ‘ Composite ’; [as, in tho manner shown above, 
the postulating of the * Composite,’ without a ‘non-composite’ 
involves the assumption of an infinite series of ‘ Composites ’]; 
so that the denial of the ‘non-composite’ involves a self- 
stultification on your part; as without admitting a ‘ non- 
composite,’ it is not possible to admit the ‘ Composite.’ 

If the Opponent should take up the position that he does 
not admit of Inference [if every instance of it is liable to 
rejection in the manner shown above],—he should ba asked 
why he does not admit of Inference. If ho says that “there 
can be no Inference, because every Inference is found to be 
sublated by Inference,’— he puts himself beyond the pale 
of reason, and is also himself confronted by an Inference.* 
Then again, if there is no Inference, how is there a Cognition of 

things beyond the reach of the senses ? 
ee That is, if there is no Iuference, by what means 
is a supersensuvus thing to be cognised ? It will not be right to 
assert that “ Supersensuous things are cognised by means of 
Scriptures; because there are many such things as are not 
dealt with by Scriptures. “How so?” There are 
several things which form the subject of Inference, and 
which are not dealt with by Scriptures; for instance, 
we infer the cause of the rambling of clouds; and there is 
neither Perception nor Scripture bearing upon (affording 
any idea of) such cause. 


ED 


It has been proved that there is such a thing as Soul. 
Now, in regard to this Soul, there arises a Doubt from the 
fact that Designation is found to be of both kinds (Bhasya, 


p- 127, ll. 4-5). “What is this Designation ?” By 
JP eio SE eee ee 


; ® Inference—either of Composites, or of the existence of Prana &c., says the 
Tdtparya. De 
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© Designation’ here is meant the expressing of the relation- 
ship of the Agent with the Action and with, the Instrument of 
that Action—says the Bhasya. The ‘action’ is of Seeing, 
the ‘instrument’ is the Hye; and relationship of these— 
action and instrument—is designated by the expression ‘he 
sees with the Bye.’ Such designation is of two kinds :— 
(A 1) In one we have the Composite whole designated by its 
component parts ; e.g , ‘the tree stands by the roots’; the term 
‘Composite whole? stands for the Tree; which is made up 
of several component parts;—(A 2) in some cases we have 
the designation, by one part, of other parts; that is, in the 
case of a thing which is composed of several heterogeneous 
component parts, the perception of one part leads to the 
cognition of the other parts, we have such designation as 
‘the house stands by its pillars,’ *—(B) We have designation 
also of one thing by something totally different from it; eg. 
‘he cuts with the axe’ ; where the Ave is the ‘instrument,’ cut- 
ting is the ‘action’; and the relationship of these with the 
Agent is expressed by the words‘ he cuts with the axe. — 
Now, we have such a designation as ‘he sees with the eye’ ; 
and in connection with this there arises the doubt as to 
whether it is the designation of one thing by something 
totally different from it (B), or of the composite whole by 
its component parts (A 1), or of one part- by other parts 
(A 2). Or, the ‘designation’ meant may be that of the 
relationship of the Agent with the ‘action,’ the ‘instrument ’ 
and the ‘objective’; as we find in the expression ‘he sees 
the tree with the Eye’;—and such designation also we have 
(in regard to the Soul)—‘he experiences pleasure and pain 
with the body.’ And in regard to all such designations also 
there arises a doubt as to what is the truth, Whe truth is 


°To the examples cited in the Bhasya this has been added with a view to 
include the case of the designation ‘the house stands by its pillars,’ where the house 
is not a ‘composite whole,’ in the true sense of being composed of homogeneous 


parts ; composed, as it is, of heterogeneous pillars; and heterogencous thing 
constitute any single i whole, 


s cannot 


Kol. LIT, 2. 


Rieti N Yaya 
CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kos! 
4 


* 


- s 
= 


a 


339 Inpian Tuoucut : Nyaya-Soyra. 


that in these expressions we have the designation of one thing 
(the Agent) by something different from it—says the Bhāsya. 
“Why so?” 
[The answer is given in the next Sūtra]. — 
Sūtra (1). 
Brcaush THE SANB THING IS APPREGENDED BY SIGHT 

AND BY Tovon. 

Bhasya on Si. (1). 
[P. 128, L.2 to L. 11]. 

[As a matter of fact, we find that it often happens that] 
one thing having been apprehended by Sight, that same thing 
is apprehended by Touch also ; [the idea in the mind of the 
perceiver being] ‘that thing which I saw with my eyes I 
now touch with the organ of touch,’ or ‘that which I touched 
with the organ of touch I now see with my eyes’; which 
means that this latter idea recognises, or recalls, the two 
perceptions as apprehending one and the same object and 
having (belonging to) one and the same Agent;—and this 
one agent cannot be either the Composite or Aggregate [com- 
posed of the Body and the Sense-organs] or the Sense-oryun.* 
Hence that Agent,—who is the apprehender (perceiver) of 

that Agent,—wh pp perceive 
the said one thing by Sight and by Touch, and who (in the 
manner shown above) recognises the two perceptions as ap- 
prebending the same object, as having an Agent and as 
brought about by different Instruments,—is something} en- 


tirely different (from the Composite or the Sense-organ) ; and 
this is the Soul. 


“ Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as having 
“their ‘one Agent’ in the shape of the Sense-organ P” 
A Sense-organ can recognise or recall onl y that ap- 
prehension which has been brought about by itself, and not 


the apprehension of another thing, brought about by another 
Sense-organ. 


° Because the Agent must be different from the Instrument ’—says the Bhasya- 


chandra, That is to say, the Sense-organ, being the Instrument in the perception, - 


cannot be the Agent of that perception ; nor can the Composite or Aggregate be the 
Agent ; as the Sense-organ, which is the Instrument, forms a component of that 
Composite, and the Instrument must be quite different from the Agent. 


T ‘Something,’ ‘bhūta, here stands for a real thing, something vouched for 
by Valid means of cognition.— Bhasyachandra, 
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« Why cannot the two perceptions be regarded as . having 
their ‘one agent’ in the Composite or Aggregate?” 

Asa matter of fact, the Agent must be one who remains 
the same, while cognising (recalling) two such perceptions 
as have been brought about by two different Instruments 
(i.e, Sense-organs), and belong to(i.e., have been accomplish- 
ed by the Agency of) that same Agent himself; and certain- 
ly the Aggregate cannot be such an Agent. 


“Why?” 


Because what we urged above in connection with Sense- 
organs—that ‘one sense-organ cannot recall the apprehen- 
sion brought about by another Sense-organ ’—does not cease 
to apply, with equal force, to the case of the Aygregate 
also.* 


Vartika on St. (1). 
[P. 850, L. 2 to P. 351, L. 18]. 

Because the same thing is apprehended. by Sight and Touch 
[we conclude that in the expressions referred to we have the 
designation of one thing by something different from it]. 

The term ‘darshana’ (Sight) in the Stitra stands for that 

by means of which one sees, i.e., the organ of 
Sight, the Eye; similarly < Sparshana, 
‘Touch,’ stands for that by means of which one touches, ie. 
the organ of Touch. Having perceived a thing by Sight, 
one recognises when he perceives it again by Touch; the 
the recognition being in the form ‘I am touching what I had 
seen,’ or ‘Lam seeing what T had touched,’—here we find that 
two perceptions of the same thing are recalled; a thing is. 
said to be ‘recalled’ or ‘recognised’ when it is found to be a 
perceived and remembered at the same time.T i 


An objection is raised :—“ Sight and Touch bear upon 
such things as tho Jar and the like; hence the reason set 


Var. P. 350. 


© The ‘ Composite ’ is only a name given to several things combined together ; 
and what is ‘several’ cannot be one.—Bhasyachandra. 
SY, i 


+ In the case in question having seen the thing previously, when one comes to 
touch it subsequently, and at the same time remembers it as having been seen on a 
previous occasion, he has the ‘ recognition’ of the thing. 
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forth is irrelevant.” If you mean by this that—“ the 
‘perceptions of sight and touch pertain to (have for their 
objects) such things as Jar and the like,—and hence they 
can not prove the fact of the Soul being different (from the 
Composite of Body &c), for the simple reason that what 
is brought forward as the reason does not subsist in (has no 
connection with) it (the Soul),’—then our answer is that 
what you say is not right, as you have not understood the 
meaning of our S#fra: What the Sūtra means to put for- 
~ ward is the fact of the perceptions of Sight and Touch having 
the same Agent (and not of their having the same Object) ; 
and such being the case, there need be nothing wrong if the 
said perceptions are regarded as proving the difference (of 
the Soul) from its qualities,—this following as a necessary 
corollary [from the fact of the Self being the Agent (in the 
shape of Body &c.,) of both perceptions]. But it is not 
true that the thing is different from its qualities.’ We have 
already shown that the object endowed with qualities is 
something different from the qualities themselves. 


{Another objection is raised against the original argu- 
ment]—“ The recalling or recognition, may be regarded as 
due to the relation of cause and effect [is., the Composite of 
Body &c., that does the touching, comes after, and is the 
product of, the Composite that has done the previous seeing ; 
and it is for this reason that the two perceptions are recog- 
nised as belonging to the same agent].” 


This has already been answered by us under Si. 1-1-10 
` [where it has been pointed out that there is no such recogni- 
tion of two things as being the same, in cases where the 
causal relation between the two is quite clear; e.g., we never 
have such recognition as ‘ the cloth is the same as the yarns ’]. 
Further, as a matter of fact, we do have recognition in cases 
where there is no sort of causal relation at all; and hence 
your premiss is not true, 
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Or again, the Sūtra may be taken as putting forward the 
fact that every act requires an actor; the sense being that 
‘sight,’ the act of seeing, and “ touch,’ the act of touching, » 
being perceptions of the nature of actions, indicate the exis- 
tence of the Actor (the Perceiver); for we never see an act 
without one in which it subsists. ‘But the object (seen 
and touched) might be the required substratum of the acts ; 
just as we find in the case of the action of being born (which 
subsists in the thing born, and not in that which gives it © * | 
birth).” This however is not right; for we find certain” ~ 
acts even in the absence of their objects; e.g., there is the 
act of remembering, where the object (remem- 
bered) is non-existent; and certainly what has 
ceased to exist cannot be the substratum of an act. Hence 
we conclude that that which forms the substratum of the acts 
(of seeing and touching) is the Soul. 


Var. P. 351. 


[Another objection to the Sutra]—* As a matter of fact, 
the perceptions of sight and touch have for their objects 
Colour and such other qualities, and not the Jar and such 
things [so that it is not -vorrect to Say even that they have 
the same object, and all the less so to say that they have the 
same Agent],”” 


This is not right, we reply. Because in actual experience 
we find that, even though there is no perception (by Sight or 
Touch) of any such qualities as Colour and the rest, there is 
perception of things possessed of those qualities; for 
instance, when one perceives a thing without perceiving its 
qualities, he has the perception of the thing possessing those 
qualities,*—e.g., when a piece of rock-crystal is placed over 
the blue colour, even though there is no perception of the 
blue colour, [as the reflection of the colour in the crystal does 
not fall in the line of vision], there is perception of the crystal 
itself; and similarly when a line of cranes flies along in the 

So 


° Read afgftreneqy: for afefirencqy: 
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. sky at night, even though their white colour and such other 


Üz 


qualities are not perceived, yet there does arise the percep- 
tion of their being ‘birds,’ Similarly then, we can have the 


perception of the Jar without the perception of its Colour &c. 


- And because there is ‘ recognition’ (of the thing as being the 


same, though the perceptions are different, in a case where 
the J ar, on the former occasion, was seen, and on the 
latter occasion, is touched), it follows that the Agent must 
be different (from the perceptions, the thing perceived &e.) ; 
but there can be no doubt that the objest of the two percep- 
tions is one and the same; for there could be no such ‘recog- 
nition’ if thé objects of the perceptions were different ;—as a 
matter of fact, we do have such ‘ recognitions’ as, ‘Iam now 
touching what I had seen,’ or ‘I am seeing now what I had 
touched’; hence we conclude that the two perceptions have 
one and the same object. 


It will not be right for the Opponent to argue that— 
«“ the two perceptions of Sight and Touch have the Composite 
(of Body &c.) for their Agent [so that even though it may 
be admitted that the perceptions have the same Agent, it 
does not follow that this Agent is something different from 
the Body &c.]”. Because there is nothing to contravene 
the notion that the Composite is diverse (and not one) ; the 
‘Composite’ is made up of ‘Components,’ and the ‘ Compo- 
nents’ are certainly diverse; and it cannot be right to 
regard what is itself diverse as the cause or basis of ‘ Recog- 
nition’ (which must be based on unity); for the simple 
reason that in actual experience we never find any ‘recog- 
nition’ in connection with such cognitions as haye more 
than one Agent or more than one object. “ But the two 
cognitions may be regarded as proceeding from one Sense- 
organ (which would account for the said recognition.” Tf 
you mean by this that—‘“the Sense-organ which is the 
instrument of the perception of Touch is the same as that 
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which is the instrument of the perception of Sight "thea 


our answer is that this is not right; as one cannot be the 


object of the other; that is, the Organ of Sight can ‘ recog- 
niso’ only what is perceptible by itself; the recognition 
that could be brought about by the Eye could only be in the 
form‘ this thing is the same as what I had seen *; and it 
cannot bring about any recognition in regard to Touch, as 
Touch is perceptible by an entirely different organ (and not 
by the Hye). [So that any single Sense-organ could not 
bring about any such recognition as ‘Iam seeing now what 
I had touched’]. JE such recogaition (by a single Sense- 
organ) were possible, then there would be no need for any 
other Sense-organ (save that one); that is to say, if any 
single Sense-organ were capable of recognising several 
objects, then there would be no need for the creating of 
several Sense-organs (for the perceiving of the several 
objects ; the single Sense-organ being capable of providing 
the perception of all) ! * 
Salira (2). 
[Says the Opponent] —* WHat HAS BEEN PUT FOR- 
WARD IN THE PRECEDING SUTRA IS NOT RIGHT; FUR THERE 
1S BESTRICTION AS TO OLJucTS.’ | (Si. 2). 
Bhasya on Si. (2). 
[P, 129, L. 2 to L, 11]. 


“ The intelligent perceiver need not be something differ- 
“ ent from the Composite of body &e.—‘ Why? ’—Because 
“ shere is restriction as to objects. That is, the Sense-organs 


p. 352, 1.16 to p. 3531. 8 printed in both editions at the end of Su. (3), should 
come here. 
+ ‘Si. (1) has put forward the fact of ‘ Recognition’ as proving the conclusion 


that the perceiver is the Soul, something different from the Body and the Sense-organs 
&c. In this Sitra, the Opponent, while admitting the fact of Recognition, demurs 
to the conclusion ;:;the sense being that, Recognition does not necessarily prove the 
existence of something different from the Sense-organs ; for even if such a Soul were 
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“are restricted in their scope of things (perceived by their 
“ instrumentality); ¢g., Colour is not perceived without 

‘ Visual Organ, while it is perceived when the Visual Organ 
‘is there ; and when between two things itis found that one 
“appears while the other exists, and does not appear when 
« the other does not exist—it follows that one is of (belongs 
“ bo) the other*; hence the perception of Colour must be 
“ regarded as belonging to the Visual Organ; that is, a îs the 
“ Visual Organ that perceives the Colour, Similarly in the case 
“ of the Olfactory and other organs. ‘Thus then, inasmuch 
‘as itis the Sense-organs that perceive their respective 
“ objects, these (and not anything else) should be regarded 
“as the Intelligent Percewwer; for the simple reason that the 
“ presence and absence of the perception of objects is found 
t to be in strict accordance with the presence and absence of 
“ the Sense-organs. Such being the case, what is the use of 
“ postulating a distinct Intelligent Being (in the shape of 
“ Soul’)?” 


+ The answer to the above is that the premiss put forward 
being doubtful, the reasoning becomes fallacious. What has 
been put forward is the fact of the presence and absence of 
perceptions being in accordance with the presence and 
absence of the Sense-organs ; but it is open to doubt whether 
this fact is due to the Sense-organs being the intelligent per- 
celvers, or to their being mere instruments belonging to an- 
other Intelligent Perceiver, and thus being the causes of the 
said Perceptions ; the said fact can certainly be accounted for 


there, it would not be omniscient, it could perceive only a few things, not all ; and as 
such it would be limited in its scope in the same manner as the Sense-organs are. 
What advantage then can be gained by postulating a distinct entity in the shapo of 
‘Soul, —Parishuddhi. 


This is somewhat different from the explanation in the Bhasya. 


°? So that in the casein question when it is found that perception appears 
while the Sense-organs exists,'and does not appear that while the organs does not 
exists,—it follows that the Perception belongs to the Sense-organ ; i.e the Sense- 
organ is the perceiver.—Tatparya. 


T The Parishuddhi remarks that this answer is of the Parvapaksa argumeat 
presented in the Bhasya ; the answor to the argument in Si. 2 is given in Si. 3. The 


Bhasyachandra says that this is the Bhasyakara’s own answer to the Parvapakea 
argument. 
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also as being due to the Sense-organs being causes of Percep- 
tions, even though only as Justruments belonging to an Intel- 
ligent perceiver.* n 
Vartika on Sū. (2). 
[F. 352, 2 to L. 10]. 
It is not right, as there is restriction as to objects, says the 
“ Sūtra. Thatis to say, it is the Sense-organs that should be 
“ regarded as intelligent (agents), because there is restriction 
“as to objects; the meaning of this last clause being—be- 
causo the connection between objects and instruments is 
restricted ; as we find that there is perception of Colour (the 
object) when the Visual Organ (the Instrament) is present, 
and there is no perception of Colour when that organ is 


ce 
66 


6c 


not present ; ard when between two things it is found that one 
appears while the other eæists and does not appear while the 
other does not ewist, it follows that one is of (belongs tu) the 
“other (Bhasya) ; so that when we find that the perception: 
‘of Colour appears only when the Visual Organ exists, we 
“conclude that the perception belongs to this organ. Simi- 
“ larly in the case of other Sense-organs. Such being the 
“ case, what is the use of positting an intelligent agent, 
“ distinct from these organs?” 


[The answer to this argument, given by the Bhasya 
is as follows]—This cannot be accepted ; as the premiss put 
forward being doubtful, the reasoning becomes fallacious; 
the doubt being as to whether the said ‘ restriction us to 
objects’ is due to the Sense-organs being the intelligent agents, 
or to the fact of these organs being instruments belonging 
to some intelligent agent, The said ‘restriction’ is possible 
also on the basis of the postulate that the Sense-organs are 


° All thut the fact of the presence aud absence of one thing being in accord- 
ance with tLe presenze and absence of another thing, proves is that the latter is the 
cause of the former ; and it cannot prove any such conclusion as that the latter is 
the intelligent agent of the former, or that there canbe no other intelligent agent.— 
Bhasyachandra. 


Nyaya Vol. TIT. 33. 


5 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


338 Innan TnovenrT : NyAya—sSodrra. 


only instruments belonging to some intelligent Agent; as 
-we find in the case of the Lamp, that (at night) there is 
perception of Colour when the Lamp is present, and not 
when it is not present, and yet the perception of Colour does 
not belong to the Lamp [simply because the Lamp is not itself 
intelligent, but only the instrument in the hands of some 
intelligent Agent}. 


Bhasya on Sit. (3). 
FP. 129, ù. 11 to P. 130, Ia. 7]. 
As regards the argument urged (in Sa. 2)—“ because 
there is restriction as to objects” —the answer is— 


Satra (3). 
I’ TS BROAUSR THERE IS RESTRICTION AS TO OBJECTS 
-THAT PESRE MUST BE A SOUL; HENCE THIS OANNUT BE 
DENIED, * (Sti. 3). 


If there were no. ‘restriction’ in regard to the objects 
perceived by any single Sonse-organ [and that alone were to 
perceive ail objects], this would mean that that Sense-orean 
apprehending all objects is the omnisicent and intelligent Per- 
ceiver ; and (ander the ciren nstances) who could ever infer 
the existence of any intelligence apart from the said organ ? 
So that, it is because there is restriction as to objects appre- 
hended by the several Sense-organs that we are led to infer 
the existence of an intelligent Agent, distiuct from the 
Fa Sense-organs, who is free from the said ‘restriction as to 

-objects,’ and (hence) omniscient, (i.e., capable of perceiving 
the objects perceptible by all Sense-organs). We now put for- 
ward instances representing the functioning of the Intelligent 
Agent, which irresistibly point to. the said conclusion «that 
the Intelligent Agent is distinct from the Sense-organs)t :—(a) 


9 There ig restriction as to objects ;—one. organ, brings about the perception of 
only a few objects, not of all ;—this shows that the organs must be. non-intelligent ; 
this therefore renders it necessary to postulate the existence of the Soulas the iutelli- 
gent agent, operating on the organs. Hence whal has been urged by the Opponent in 
proof of the organs being intelligent agents, poiots to a conclusion entirely to the con- 
trary.—Tutparya Bhasyachandra, 

+ Tho printed text reads OTL, which does not suit the context ; the. 

j Tadtparyaand the Bhasyachandra both read, AAMTT. The T%tparya construes the 


two clauses CE EUIREIEC E IED Ge G and ECEE GUERG as one- sentence ; this ig 
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The Intelligent Agent, on perceiving Colour“ (of a certain 
fruit for instance) infers the Odour and Taste which he has 
perceived in the past; or on perceiving its Odour, he infers its 
Colour and Taste; and so on in regard to other objects; 
=—(b) then again, baving (at one moment) seen the Colour, 
he smells (at another moment) the O.lour; or having smelt 
the Odour, he sees the Colour ; all which goes to show that 
the Perceiver recalls (and reviews) the perception of all 
objects, without any fixed order of sequence ; and all this per- 

ception subsists in (belongs to) one Intelligent Agent,* and 

not to anything else (in the shape ofthe Body or the Sense- 

organs &c.) ; and [and this is so not only in connection with 

perception through the senses, but] the same 
Perceiver also recalls and recognises various 

such cognitions as Perceptional, Inferential, Verbal and 

Doubtful, bearing upon several objects; e.g., (1) he hears tbe 

Sciiptures, which bear upon all things,—and apprehends the 

meaning (of the Scriptures), which is not perceptible by the 

Auditory Organ (by which he hears the syllables pronounced 

in'a certain order),--(2) he reviews and recognises the syllables 

as forming words and sentences, —{8) and he recalls the laws 

bearing upon the'denotation of the words ;—which shows that 
the single Percviver cognises a number of several objects 
which are not capable of being apprehended by any single 
Sense-organ. Now this ‘absence of restriction as to ths 
objects apprehended,’ which points to a single Perceiver of 
ail things, cannot be turned aside (to prove the intelligence 
of Sense-organs).t Thus it is found that the assertion 
‘tho Sense-organs being tho intelligent Agents, what is the 
uso of postulating a distinct intelligent Agent? ’—is not 
right. 


Bha, P, 130. 


What wo havo followed in the translation. The Bhdsyachantra takes the two 
separately ; according to this, the translation would run thus : What has been just 
said irresistibly poinis to the conclusion that the Soul is something quite distinct į 
and we now proceed to cite an instance of the functioning of the Intelligent Agent.’ 
© Asis shown by such well recognised notions as—“ I, who had seen the Colour, 
now smell the Odour’ —Bhasyachandra. : 
+ Tho Bhasyachandra reads zgasi for mgar and explainsit as ‘ distinctive 

feature’; the passage in that case would mean that the aforesaid distinctive feature 
of the alleperceiving Agent cannot be attributed to the Sense-organs. 
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Vartika on Si. (3). 
[P. 352, L. 10 to P. 353, L. 8]. 

Further, the reason put forward—bezause there is restric- 
tion as to objects—proves a conclusion quite contrary to 
what it has been put forward to prove; and it is with 
a view to show this contrary conclusion that we have the 
Sūtra— It is because there is restriction as to objects that there 
must be a Soul, hence this cannot be denied (Sa. 3). That is, 
just because the Senso-organs are restricted as to their 
objects, it is necessary that there be something, distinct from - 
them, which is nof so restricted; if there were any single 
Sense-organ capable of apprehending several kinds of objects, 
and it were not restricted as to its objects, then, who could 
have any justification for infering the existence of an intelli- 
gent Agent other than that organ Ë 


* As a matter of fact, (a) Intelligence must belong to the 
Soul,—because being independent, it is not, like the Visual 
and other Senso-organs, restricted as to objects ;—(b) the 
Soul cannot be non-intelligent,—because if it wore so, ib 
would, like the Visual and other organs, not bø indepen- 


dent “These arguments cannot be right, as they are not 
8 gi, My 
based upon any affirmative premiss”? If you mean by this 


that—“ the reasoning does not state anything to indicate the 
positive concomitance (with the Probandum, Intelligence) of 
‘the adwwnce of restriction as to objects, which has been put 


* According to the Tdétparya and the Parishuddhi, the whole of this paragravh 
should be at the end of Si. (1). But we have retained it bere, as both editions print 
it hére, and the arguments here put forward are connected with the ‘restriction of 
objects,’ which forms the subject-matter of Stitras 1 and 3. 


t The Tétparya states these argumentsas follows s—(a) That should be regard- 
ed as intelligent which is actually found to be connected with, to permeate through, 
allkinds of Cognitions, Right, Doubtful, Wrong and Reminiscensial,—because it is 
only such an entity that is independent and unrestricted as to objects,—all that is 
non-intelligent is found to be not independent and restricted as to its objects,—as we 
find in the case of the Visual and other organs.(b) (Which is based upon independence 


only)—The Soul,—that is, the one entity found permeating through all kinds of 
Cognition—cannot be non-intelligent &c.- j 
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forward to prove the Soul to be the intelligent agent, —and 
that in the absence of: positive concomitance, it cannot be a 
right Probans,”—then our answer is that what you say is not 
right; as in the reasoning put forward what is meant to be 
T eTa the infallible or invariable indicative is the 
negative concomitance; that is to say, the 
Probans put forward is a negative, and not a positive, one ; 
and the force (capability to prove the conclusion) of the 
negative Probans consists in the infallibility or invariable 
character of its negative concomitance (i.e., the universality 
of the negative concomitance between Jntelligencs and Res- 
triction asto objects); and this Universality of the negative 
relation is clear from the fact that everything that is non-intelli- . 
gent is found to be restricted as its object. “ But in that 
case being Odorous might be put forward as proving 
the Hternality of Earth? If you mean by this that 
—“ if even in the absence of positive concomitance, a 
purely negative Probans were really effective, then, why 
could not we have being Odorous as an effective probans 
in the proving of the eternality of earth? [as in this 
also we would have the true universal negative concomitance 
in the fact that everything,—Water, Air &c., that is not 
odorous, is found to be nol-eternal],’—our answer to this is 
that such a probans could not be valid, as itis precluded from 
both ; that is, Odorousness is precluded from (i.e., not invari- 
ably concomitant with) eternality as well as non-eternality 
{hence it cannot prove either]; such however, is not the 
case with the non-restriction as to objects (which we have put 
forward as our prob ms) ; hence while non-restriction is a valid 
probans (in proving the intelligent character of tho Soul), 
Odorousness is not so in the proving of Hternality of Harth). 


End of Section (1). 
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Section (2). 
[Stitras 4-6]. 
The Soul is distinct from the Body. 
Bhasya on St. (4). 


" [P. 130, L. 7 to P. 181, L. 3]. 

Mi * For the following reason also the Aggregate of Body 
&ec., is not the Soul; the Soul is something different from 
these :— 

Sitra (4). 
v [Ir tae Bovy were rue SouL, TREN] THERE wWoULD Be 
e Er NO SIN ACORUING FROM THE BURNING (KILLING) oF A LIVING 


Bopy.t-—(St. -t). 


° The Parishuddhi introduces this section as follows :—The first section hav- 
ing established the conclusion that the Soul is something distinct from the Sense- 
organs, some people might urge the following argument.— We admit that, being 

` restricted as to their Objects, the Sense-organs cannot he regarded as intelligent; but 
-~ the Body could very well be regarded as the intelligent Agent, because there is no 
~~" such restriction in regard to the Body} as is vouched for by such notions as ‘I, who 
‘am fat and fair, am, now in my old age, touching what I had seen in my youth? 

` [where fatness, fairness, oldness avd youth, all belong to the Body], which shows that 


the Siddhanta argument put forward in Si. (1) is applicable to the Body.” 


Na 


It is with a view to meet these people that the Author proceeds with this second 
section, 5 


F The Bhasyachandra, construes tho Sitra thus— (a) the term Shariradahg 
may be taken to mean the burner of body ; Shariradaéh wdké ; or as Shariradahe sali 
á fetkartari, ‘on the burning of the body, to the person doing the burning’. 


_ The Partshuddhi remarks that ‘burning’ here stands for destroying, killing } 
and ‘sin’ for all such qualities as would be capable of producing their results in the 
future} the sense of the argument being that if the Body is the Soul, then there 

$ an be uo such things as Virtue and Vice, qualities which are believed to subsist in 
- —_ „ the Soul, only with a view to account for the experiences of our present life, which 

. are believed to be the results of the Virtuo and Vice accumulated by us during our 
previous existences ; if the Body were the Soul, it must perish at death ; hence it can 
have no such qualities attaching toit as would continue in future lives, when the time 
for the retribution of those qualities would come ; and thus the theory that the Body 
is the Soul would do away with all notions of Virtue and Vice, 


fer The Tatparya adds that this argument can have no force against the thorough- 
Boing Materialist, who admits of no Virtue and Vice ; but it will be effective against 
fhe. Baaydhas, who, while denying the Soul, do admit of Virtue and Vice. 
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The term ‘ Body’ here stands for the ‘living creature,’ 
the Aggregate of Body, Sense-organs, Intellects and Sensa- 
tions. When this ‘ Body’ of a living creature is burnt by a ‘ 
person, there accrues to him the‘ Sin’ of killing a living 
creature; and itis this sin that is called (in the Sūtra) 
‘paitala” Such ‘sin’ there could not be, as there could be 
no connection between such ‘sin’ and the Agent who did 
the act,* and what the ‘Sin’ would be connected with 
[i.e., to whom its results would accrue) would not be the . 
Agent who did the act. For (according to the Opponent) 
the Agent being nothing more than an Aggregate or Com- 
posite, a series of (momentary) Bodies, Sense-organs, Intel- 
lects and Sensations, the Composite or Aggregate that is 
destroyed (disappears) at one moment must be totally 
different from that which appears at the next; and inasmuch 
as you regard the ‘series’ as consisting of mere appearances 
and disappearances, you cannot get rid of the fact that 
{according to you) there is a difference (between the two 
Aggregates in the series); as the Aggregate of Body and 
the rest [which appears later] would be the substratum of. i 
difference [from that which has gone before); t for (accord- | 
ing to you) this later Aggregate is held to be quite different ~~. 
(from the preceding Aggregates). Such being the case ~ 


That the above is the sense of the arguinents propounded in the Sūtra is clear 
from what follows in Si. 5 ef. seq. If Sū.4 had stood alone, it would have been 
much simpler to explain it as—‘T£ the Body were the Soul, then the burning of the , 
dead body would involve a sin; but as a matter of fact it does not; hence the Body 
cannot be the Soul ;* or as— the body having been burnt away after death, nothing 
in the shape of Virtue or Vice could remain behind to lead to re-birth’. 


o As the Body, which is the only Agent, has, according to she Opponent, ceased 
to exist the very moment that the act has been done; so that it does uot exist at the 
time that the ‘sin * manifests itself or its results. The tesults of sin accrue to & 
person after death, or at a time other than that at which the act has been done; az- 
cording to the Opponent, the Body being the only Agent, and it having only a momen- 


tary existence, to whom could the sin or its results acorue? Henc2 the ‘sin’ cannot . 
be regarded as subsisting in the Agent; this, says the Bhisyachandra, is what is a 
meant by the phrase ‘there could be no sin.” i s 


+ That which appears later being that to whom the Sin and its results would 


accrue, and that which has gone before being that by which the act was done.. 


Bhasyachandra. 

$ The Bhasyachandrt reals Setaqeatraay eto., according to. which the passage -~ 
would mean—‘ Though such is your view, yet as a matter ofa fact, the Aggregate to 

whom the results accrue is actually recognised to be the substratum of non-difference 
Nyaya Vol. UT, 39. 
e m 
5 = g ~ 
CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha ~ 


844 Inpian Toovant : Nygva—SdqTRa. 


(according to your view), that creature, consisting of the 
Aggregate of the Body &c., who does the killing, does not 
have any connection with the result of that killing, and what 
is connected with the result is not that by whom the killing 
was done.* So that, the two (the doer and the ecperiencer 
of results) being entirely different, it comes tə this that one 
(the preceding ‘ Aggregate’) who did the act becomes dis- 
sociated from what he did (and from its consequences), while 
one (the later Aggregate) who did uot do the act becomes 
saddled with it (and its consequences). And if the said 
‘Creature’ is one that is liable to birth and destruction [as it 
must be, being only an Aggregate of the Body & J, the birth 
of such a ‘creature’ could not (according to the view of the 
Opponent) be due to his past actions; t and 
this would mean that there can be no point 
in leading the life of a * Religious Student’ for the purposes 
of Release (from birth and rebirtb).} 


Bha, P. 131. 


Thus then it is found that if the living creature were only 
an Aggregate of Body &c. there would be no sin accruing 
from the killing of a living body; and this certainly is most 
undesirable ; from which it follows that the Soul must be 
something different from the Aggregate of Body &c. 
from the preceding Aggregate.’ But by the interposing of this remark, the connection 
between the presentation of the Opponent’s views and the ,contingency urged in the 
Sūtra and pointed out in the next sentence of the Bhasya—yq ata &c.— becomes 
lost. 


© This, says the Vartika, is put forward, not as a proof of the Soul, but only 
as indicating the objectionable feature in the theory of those who deny the Soul. 


+ The only plausible explanation of the birth of man and the diversity of his. 
conditions during life is that all this'is due to the necessary consequence of his acts. 
during previous lives. If the ‘iman’is only a‘ bundle of body, organs atc.,’ this 
explanation would lose its value ; as this ‘bundle’ &c., is found to perish entirely at 
death ; so that one to whom the conditions of next birth would accrue would not be. 
that same ‘bundle’ which did the acts leading up to those conditions. 


. 


t According to the Bauddha, if one wishes to be released from rebirth he should 

a lead the pure life of the Religious Student. But if the man is nothing more than the - 
bundle of body &c., his existence would naturally come to an end with his death ; 
and this would be a total Release from Rebirth ; asthe Body &c., born subsequently 


will, in no case, be the same as the preceding ones, Why then should one undergo. 
~ the rigorous discipline of the Religious Student ? 
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Vartika on Si. (4). 
[P. 353, L. 9 to P. 357, L. 16] 

For tha following reason also the Soul must be something 
different from the Body §¢.; it cannot be the mere Aggregate 
of these—‘ there would be no sin accruing Jrom the killing of 
a living Body? The term ‘body’ here stands for the ‘ living 
creature, the Aggreyate of Body, Sense-organs, Intellects and 
Sensations; when this ‘ Body’ of a living creature is burnt hy 
a person, there accrues to him the ‘sin’ of killing a living 
creature, and it is this sin that is called ‘paftaka’; such ‘sm’ 
there could not be, as there could be no connection between such 
‘sin’? and the Agent who dil the act, and what the ‘sin’ 
would be connected with would not be the Agent who did the 
the act. (Says the Bhasya), “Why so?” Because ac- 
cording to the person who does not admit of the ‘Soul’ as 
something distinct, the Aggregate of Body, &c., that does the 
act is different frora that which experieuces the results of that 
act; and thus this theory involves the absurdity that for the 
persoa who did the act, it bezomes completely lost (its results 
not accruing to him), while it falls upon one who had nothing 
to do with tho act; and this would certainly be a most - 
undesirable contingency. Hence it must be held that that 
one entity which is both the doer—(of the act) and experi- 
encer (of its results) is the ‘ Soul’.* ; 

This Sūtrā is meant to point ont an objection against 
the view of those persons who do not admit of the Soal; it 
is not meant to put forward a proof for the existent of 
the Soul. 


[The Opponent says]—“ [In the case of the Body. being 


] the conceptions of 
“of ‘doer’ (of acts) and ‘oxperiencer’ (of their results) 
“ with regard to it can be explained as being due t> the fact 


that though in some cases the results of an act do accrue 


© The Patparya remarks 
pn, t,—e. g- the results of the Shraddha 


to a person different from one who did the ac 
rites performed by the Son accrue to the Father,— 
the doer of an act who experiences its results. 


yet the common rule is that it is 
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“ that there is the relation of cause and effect (between the 
“« preceding Body which did the act and the succeeding Body 
* which experiences the results) ; just as we have in the ease 
* of Remembrance. That is to say, in the case of Remem- 
“ brance itis found that there is a single series of conceptions 
wherein one conception is the cause of the other,—and 
“ in this same series we have [the perception], 
‘ the resultant impression, as also the subsequent 


Var. P. 354. 


“ Remembrance [and yet the whole forms a single Series] ; 
and exactly in the same manner, there is single Series of 
“ of‘ Body and Mind’ (which consists of a number of bodies 
* ond minds in which one isthe cause of the otber), and in 


this same Series we have the Body that does the act as 


also that which experiences its results; so that both the 


“doing and the experiencing belonging to the members of. 


* the same © Series’, our theory does not involve the absurdity 
“ that ‘for the person who did the actit becomes completely 
“lost, while it falls upon him who had nothing to do with 
«it? There would have been such a contingency, (a)if the 
“act brought its results to a ‘Series’ different from the 
« í Gerjes’ that did the act,—or (b) if you were able to prove 
“that the eaperiencer is actually the same individual (and not 
“the Series) as the doer, As a matter of fact, neither of 
“ this is found to be the case. Hence our theory cannot be 
“ said to involve the said absurdity.” 


‘here is no force in all this; as the answer to it has already 
been given. We have already pointed out that the mere 
fact of there being a Series does not get/did of the fact 
that the individuals constituting the Series are different from 
one another. Then as regards the assertion (of the Opponent) 
that doing and experiencing are not found to belong to the 
same individual, we have DEY proved this (in Si. 1) by 
the fact that the the ‘recognition ’ of several cognitions (by 
the same Agent) can be explaiped only on the basis of those 
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Cognitions actually belonging to that’same Agent. “ But 
ié might be as in the case of the Paddy and its seed.” —The 
meaning of your argument is as follows:—“In the case of 
the Paddy-seed it is found that when the sprout grows out 
of tho seed, there is destruction of the original Seed, and 
the appearance of the sprout, the stalk andso forth, duo 
to the favourable effects of several things (the earth, water 
&c.), all which leads (ultimately) to the appearance of the 
Seed again (in the shape of the corn growing out of the 
plant) ; in this case there is no one individual thing permeat- 
ing through the entire Series of phenomena (from one seed 
to the other); and yet there is this restriction that the 
paddy-seed can grow enly out of the sprout that grows out 
of the paddy-seed [and the former seed is the cause of 
the latter seed]; exactly in the same manner (in the case 
of the doing of acts and experiencing of their results) we 
have a ‘Series’ of causes and effects, and the act having 
been done by one member of the ‘ Series’,—this is followed 
by certain modifications in the inner mind (which also 
forms a member of the Series),—from which follows the 
result of that act [so that even though there be no single 
entity permeating throughout this Series, yet we may have 
the restriction that the result belongs to a member of that 
same Series which also includes the doer of the act].” 
This is not right; as there: is continuity of the constituent 
particles of the Seed. What we mean is that the analogy 
of the paddy-seed is not applicable to the case in question 5 
as what happens in the case of the paddy-seed (growing into 
the plant) is that the constituent particles of the same Seed 
renounce their former composition or arrangement, and 
take up another composition ; and in this modification of 
the form of composition, what happens is that the particles 
of earth (in whica the Seed has been planted), combining 
with the water-particles, and heated by the internal heat, 
bring about a certain juice ; and this juice, Operating upon 
+" Nyaya Vol. III. 43. 
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and along with the constituent particles of the Seed, be- 
comes modified into the form of the sprout &c.; so that 
there isa continuity of the particles of the Seed throughout ; 
and itis not right to say that—“‘from the seed that has 
been entirely destroyed there grows out the sprout &., 
and yet there is recognition &c. &.” ‘But the fact 
of the matter being that the Seed is reduced to atoms, 
what has been urged against your view still remains in 
force.” Your meaning is as follows :—‘ Even admitting 
that the Seed renounces its former composi- 
: tion and takes up another,—what happens is 
that the Seed is reduced toatoms, and all that remains of 
it are only atoms; and certainly tho atoms of one kind 
(of Seeds) do not differ from those of another kind; 
e. g. the atoms of the barley seed do not in any way differ 
from the atoms of the paddy-seed; so that even though the 
atoms (to which the paddy-seed has been reduced) are not 
possessed by any distinguishing peculiarities (that would 
differentiate them from the atoms of the barley-seed), 
yet, by reason of the fixity pertaining to their causal relations, 
they become the precursors of, and bring about, the sprout 
of paddy only (and not that of the barley); and exactly in 
the same manner, in the case in question also, the fixity 
(of the ‘recognition of perceptions’ belonging to the same 
‘Series’ of Bodies) will be due tothe relation of cause and 
effect (as holding between the present Body and the Body in- 
to which it becomes modified at the next moment.” —This is 
what you mean ; but it is not right ; as what you have urged 
is not admitted ; we do not admit that the seeds in sprouting 
are reduced to atoms; because as a matter of fact, seeds 
(when sprouting) are actually perceived by us in all forms 
and conditions. What we find is that starting with the initial 
swelling of the seed (by moisture) ending up to the condition 
just preceding the appearance of the subsequent crop of 
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seeds (in the plant that has grown out of the former seed), 
there is a whole series of products of the growing seed (in 
such forms as the sprouting, growing of the stem, leaves &c.), 
and not a single one of these products is found to be in the 
form of atoms; for if the, seed had ever been reduced to 
atoms, there would be some point (during the growth of the 
seed into tbe plant) at which it would be imperceptible (as 
atoms cannot be perceived by us). “Jf what you say 
is true, and things are never reduced to atoms (and are not 
built up out of,atoms’, them, inasmuch as at the beginning 
of creation the whole Universe is in the form of atoms, there 
would be no creation of things at all; for at the time that 
the Universe is in the form of atoms, there do not exist 
any such particular classes as the‘ paddy’ and the like; 
and as regards the bringing about of such particular classes, 
it will have to be admitted that they grow out of the atoms 
(which alone exist at the beginning of Creation); and just 
as at the time of Creation, so on all future occasions also, 
it must be the atoms to which the sprouting seed has been 
reduced (outof which the next crop of seeds grows).’’* This 
argument has no force; as it is answered by what we 
have already said : the answer to this also is that as a matter 
of fact, there is perception of the growing seed in all forms 
and conditions through which it passes. At the beginning 
of Creation what bring about the particular classes or kinds 
of things like the paddy-seed &c. is ‘a particular Unseen 
Force; this Unseen Force (in the shape of the Destiny of the 
beings going to be born) brings about the paddy and other 
thicgs for the benefit of the beings; through this Unscen 
Force, God brings about the combination of the Atoms 
in such a manner that various kinds of compounds, 
in the shape of the paddy etc., come into existence. 


This same explanation applies also to such (compound) 


© This argument of the Opponent is based upon the misconception that what the 


Siddhantin has urged is that things can never grow out of atoms. 
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objects as the Jar &c. What we lay stress upon is that (later 
on) seeds (in growing) are not destroyed and reduced to 
atoms ; and one reason for this is that we actually see the seed 
(growing into the plant) in all forms and conditions (through 
which it passes). “ But itis impossible ‚that modifica- 
tion should set in at an intervening stage.” * If you mean 
“by this that—‘* whenever substances, that aro found in the 
form of constituent causes or finished products, undergo a 
modification, this modification cannot set in them at an 


intervening stage, for the simple reason that the heat that 


brings about the modification, cannot get at the entire subs- 
tance at that stage [only the points at the upper surface 
coming into contact with heat, which therefore, could have 
no effect upon the inner particles],’—our an- 
swer is that this is not right; as there is nothing 
to prevent (the entering of the heat-particles into the inner- 
most parts of substances). What you have urged would 
have affected our position if the compound substance (tho 
finished product, as distinguished from the component atoms 
in their uncombined state) had obstructed the entering of 
heat-particles; as a matter of fact it does not obstruct it; so 
that, not being obstructed, the heat can enter the innermost 
parts of the substance [and bring about its modification, with- 
out reducing it to atoms]. “ But there is nothing to show 
that compound substances are not obstructions,” It is 
not true that there is nothing to show this; we actually 
perceive such to be the case in the percolating Jar: when we 
see the entire Jar with water percolating through its pores, 
we find that the Jar does not offer any obstruction to the 
fluidity (of the water), and this fluidity, brings about the flow 
of water, without obstruction ; this a fact that we actually 
see with our eyes. If the entering (of the Fluidity) into the 


.Var. P. 356. 


This- objection comes from the philosopher who holds that when a thing under- 
goes modification, the moditication sets in in the atoms themselves, aud these nodi- 
fied atoms then combine and bring about the modified product. 
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component parts of the Jar were to bring about the destruc- 
tion (disruption of the component atoms) of the Jar, then it 
would not be possible for us to see the percolating Jar 
(which, ew-hypothest, would have been destroyed); and tbe 
percolating jar having been destroyed, all the water contain- 
ed therein would cease to be held by it.* Further, if com- 
pound substances were destroyed, the perception of things 
obstructed and unobstructed would be simultaneous; that is 
to say, if one thing (Heat or Fluidity) entering into another 
thing were to destroy the latter, then at the time when the 
rays of light emanating from the Kye enter into the rock- 
crystal, or such transparent objects, (through which objects: 
on the other side of the crystal are seen), that transparent 
object should be destroyed, and (this intervening object 
having disappeared) the thing on the other side of (obstruct- 
ed by) the crystal should be perceived at the sama monent 
as the thing on this side of (not obstructed by) it [which is 
absurd]. For these reasons we conclude that the analogy 
of the Paddy-seed does not hold good in the case under 
discussion. 


[A further argument against the Opponent’s theory is 
put forward]—Under tho theory of the philosopher according 


_ to whom a new set of skandhus or‘ states’ appear simul- 


taneously with the destruction or disappearance of the pre- 
ceding ‘ states ’—the appearance of the new set of‘ states” 
cannot be said to be due to ‘ karma, the acts (of the preced- 
ing entity) ; and if the appearance or birth of entities be not 
due to their acts, tben there would be no point in regarding acts 
as bringing about good or evil (to the doer of the act). “But 
the act would be done with the notion of being happy [the 


T o While according to the view that the water enters into the pores of the jar 
and does not destroy it, only that much of water trickles ont as enters those pores; _ 
so that in this manner all the water would flow out in this case also, but only after 
a long time ; while if the jar were destroyed, all the water would flow out at once.— 
Tatparya.. t 
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idea in the mind of the doer being ‘may I be happy by this 
act’].” * If you mean by this that “the entity itself 
does the act with the idea, that he may, by the act, be happy 
and freed from unhappiness,’—this cannot be right; as (by 
your theory) the happiness is not experienced by the entity 
that does the act. As a matter of fact, when some one 
entity has actually experienced pleasure (resulting from a 
certain act), and that same entity also remembers the rela- 
tionship (of cause and effect) between the pleasure and what 
had produced it,—then alone can that same entity take 
up or employ (at some future time) that which had brought 
about the pleasure; when however [the entity itself has but 
a mom>ntary existenco, and] the impressions of the entity 
are such as undergo destruction in a moment, the entity 
can have no remembrance of the connection between the 
pleasure and what brought it about ; so that it is not possi» 
ble for such an entity to undertake an act with the motive 
of deriving pleasure from it. Nor, under this theory, would 
it be possib:e for any effort being put forth for Final Re- 
lease ;’ as such ‘ Release’ will have been accomplished with- 
out any effort; t that is to say, the entity naturally becomes 
‘released’ (by reason of its existence having entirely 
ceased) the very moment that it comes into existenee; and 
hence it would be entirely futile to lead the life of a religious 
student (as laid down in Buddhist scriptures) for the purpose 
of obtaining ‘Release’; nor is there any need of ‘cate- 
chism, suchas we find.in the Buddhist scriptures, 
where the Buddha is describd as questioning the 
mendicants)—‘ I expect you have been duly instructed by 


Var. P. 357. 


© The Bauddha view being that though the ‘Aggregate of States’ which does the 
act speaks of itself as ‘J, itis in reality a plurality of momentary entites,—yet 
under the glamour of ignorance and illusion, it regards itself asa single entity, and 
expects that by doing a certain act it would be happy or free from some unhappi- 
ness.—T at parya. 


+ When the entity is destroyed in a moment, it is released from all future 
experience, : 
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me, —when they answer—‘ wo have been duly instructed’; be- 
cause the reformation or the refinement (dua to training) can- 
not acerue to the past, present, and future entities (which, ac- 
cording to the Bauddha, are what constitute every ‘per- 
son’);the said reformation cannot accrue to the future en- 
tities, simply because they do not exist at the time (that 
the instruction takes place) ; similarly with the past entities ; 
then as regards tho present entities, ib is impossible for thein 
to undergo any reformation ; for the very character of the 
‘present’ is such that the present thing cannot be affected 
by any reformation ; as (according to the Bauddha theory 
that everything perishes as soon as it comes into existence) 
there can be no point (of time when the thing actually exists), 
at which the reformation or refinement could accrue to 
ib. “ But the refinement would bo possible by reason of 
the two things, the refiner and the refined, coming into 
existence at the same moment.” This also is not right; 
as if the two things came into existence at the same mo- 
ment, there could be no restriction as to which is the refiner 
and which the refined; that is to say, between the two things 
there would be nothing to determine that ‘ this one must 
be the refiner and that one the refined.’ “What happens 
is that, through the help.of the refiner the refined thing is 
enabled to bring about a particular kind of effect; and 
it is this capability of bringing about a perticular kind of 
effect that is called ‘refinement.’ ’”” This also cannot be 
accepted ; as the very name ‘refined ” being impossible (for 
you), how could you assert that this is the ‘refiner’ and that 
the ‘refined’ ? Unless one thing produces a peculiarity in 
another thing, the former cannot be called ‘refiner,’ nor 
the latter the ‘refined’ [and no such producing of peculiari- 
ties is possible unless the thing continues to exist during a 
certain time. } If it be held that,— what the instruction 
(of the Teacher) does is to bring about the non-produc- 
tion (non-appearance) of such (worldly) tendencies as had 
Nyaya Vol. TIT, 49. 
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not come into existence (were still in the future),’—this 
also cannot be right; as the ‘non-appearance’ of what has 
not come into existence is already there ; that is to say, the 
said non-appearance of such evil tendenceis as have not 
come into existence, being already there (i.e., not non-exis- 
tent), what is there of it that could be brought about (by 
the instruction)? * From all this it follows that it is not 
right to say that “the leading of the life of the Religious 
Student is for the purpose of Final Release.” Such is the ob- 
jection against one who does not admit of the Soul as some~ 
thing distinct (from the Body &c.). 
Saira (5). 

~. [Phe Opponent says]— EVEN ON THE BURNING OF 

THAT [acarecarE or BODY ETO.,| WITOH 18 ACOUMPANIED 

BY THE SOUL, THERE COULD BE NO SIN; AS THE BOUL 1S- 

SOMETHING ETERNAL.” (Ste. (5). 


Bhasya on Si. (5). 
[P. 131, L. 5 to L. 8}. 


«Eyen for him, according to whom what is born is the 
“ Body endowed with a Soul, no sin could accrue, from the 
“act of burning, to the burner. “© Why P”” Because: 
‘the Soul (postulated by him) is eternal ; and certainly no 
one can ever kill what is eternal. If it could be killed, it 
« would not be eternal. So that, while according to. one 
“theory (that there is no such thing as Soul) the filling 
“(not being sinful} does not lead to anything,—according 
“to the other (that there is such a thing as Soul, and it is 
‘“ eternal), killing is impossible.” 


Vartika on St. (5). 
[P. 357, L. 18 to P. 360, L. 19]. 


“ Even on the burning of that §c.,—says the Sūtra. The 
“ meaning is thatthe philosopher who holds that there is such. 


° At the time that the tendencies have not come into existence „their non-eais- 
tence is already there ; and we do not need any instruction to bring about this non- 
exiatence, 
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“a thing as Soul and it is eternal, —for him also there can be 
* no killing and {hence} no results from killing. There can be no 
“ killing, for the simple reason that the Soul is eternal ; nor can 
“ any results accrue to the Soul, because (by its very nature) 
“the Soul is something thatis not modifiable (by 

“ anything accruing to it). People quote the follow- 
“ ing verse, which embodies the same idea:—‘By rain and heat 

“ what effect can there be on the Akasha? Itis leather on which 

& their effect falls ; if the Soul is like leather, it is not eternal ; 

“ while if it is like the Ækāsha, then results cannot accrue to 

“ it. —So that we find that, while according to one theory 

* the killing does not lead to anything, according to the other 

‘* killing is impossible (Bhasya). 


Var, P. 358. 


“ ‘But, the upholder of the Soul says, ‘killing is possible, 
“ under the theory of the Sazkhya (who do admit the Soul);x 
“ as according to them Buddhiis modifiable; so that for them 
“ the Body, which is only an aggrogate of causes and effects 
“ (in the shape of Buddhi, Ahatkara &c.), being modifiable, 
& is liable to destruction; and it is this same aggregate that 
“ experiences the results (accruing from the sin of killing a 
“ body,) as itis in this that the results become manifested. 
“ [So that according to this theory, the killing is quite pos- 
“ sible, aud so also is tho accruing of the results of that 
“ killing to the agent that did the killing].’ 

“ This is not right, we reply ; as there is no abandoning 
“ of the preceding condition ; that is to say, just as the Soul 


_ © does not abandon its preceding condition, and on that ac- 


« count the results of actions are not heldjto appear in it,—se 
« the Buddhi(of the Sazkhya) also, being eternal, can not 
« abandon its former condition [so that the results of actions 
“« cannot appear in this either]; if you say that Bu@g@hi does 
“abandon its former conditions, then (our answer is that) 


©The Tatparya remarks that the author introduces this discussion for the 


purpose of showing that on this subject the Saikhya is inthe same boat with the 
Naiyayika. ; 
Nyaya Fol, III. 51. 
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© this would. be incompatible with its eternalily ; i.e. ; the 
“ “abandoning of former conditions’ cannot be compatible with 
“ ‘eternality.’ With a view to escape from this difficulty, you 
“may say that what you mean is that there is variation in the 
“ conditions (of Buddhi;and not in the Buddbi itself). But 
“even so the ‘Self-contradiction’ or ‘ inconsistency’ will not 
“cease; asa thing is not different from its“ condition ’; so 
“that there being no difference between tho ‘conditions’ and 
“ tho thing to which the conditions belong, variation in the 
“« conditions would mean variation in the thing itself [so that 
“the Buddhi, by undergoing variations, would cease to be 
“ eternal]. Hence inasmuch as this theory involves 
“the notion of momentary modifications (of Bug lhi), itis 
“open to all the objections that can be urged against the 
“ Bugdha theory of ‘ Sumskaras,’ ‘Impressions,’ which 
“undergo destruction every moment. ‘But it is like 
“ straightness and curvature. What you mean is that 
*—‘when the finger is curved and again straightened, 
“ even though there is difference between the straightness 
“ aud the curvature, yet the finger remains the same; and 
“they are not something different from the finger; in the 
“ same mauner, even though tho conditions might vary, the 
“ Bud¢hi would remain the same.’ But what you say is not 
“ true; as the two are entirely different ; that is to say, the 
“ stralyhiness and curvature are something entirely different 
“from the finger ; and it is only natural that while one thing 
“(the Straightness or Curvature) undergoes variation, a 
“totally different thing (the Finger) remains the same. As 
“regards the case in question on the other hand, there is no 
“such difference between the thing (Buddhi) and its own 
“conditions. Hence the analogy (of the Finger) does not 
“ hold good. Then again, what is ‘Straightness’ and what 
‘is ‘Curvature? The ‘Curvature’ of the Finger is the quality 


“ of its being contracted, and ‘Straightness’ is that of b ing 


“í extended again; and it has already beon shown that qualities 
" Ayaya Fol, ILL, 52. 
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“are something different from the Substance to 
« which they belong. [Hence there can be no doubt 
« as to ‘straightness’ and ‘curvature’ being something different 
“« from the finger]. ‘The same is the case with Buddhi 
“also? If you mean by this that when the conditions of 
“ Buddhi undergo modifications, the Buddhi remains the 
“same, while the conditions go on changing, and Buddhi is 
* something different from the conditions, —-our answer is that 
“ this is not right; as it goes against your doctrine; according 


Var, P. 359. 


“ to your tenets there is no difference between the property 
“ and the thing possessed of the property ; so that when ‘you 
“assert that there is difference (between Buddhi and its 
‘‘ couditions), you renounce the said tenet, From all this 
“it follows that, just as you decline to attribute Pleasure and 
* Pain to the Soul,on the ground that, being eternal, the 
“ Soul could not really experience pleasures and pains,*— 
“in the same manner Buddhi being eternal, Pleasure and 
“ Pain cannot be attributed to it, for the simple reason that 
“the ground of ‘eternality ’ is the same,” 

{ Having thus disposed of the Sankhya, the Opponent next 
puts the following question to the Naiyayika] —“ What is it 
that is done for the elernal Soul, by Virtue and Vice (morality 
and immorality)?” 

Answer,—They bring Happiness and Unhappiness. 

Question—* What do these latter do for the Soul?” 

Answer.—They bring about cognition ; that is, there ap- 
in the Soul the cognitions of Happiness and Unhappi- 


pear 
nd it is this cognition that may be said to be brought 


ness ; a 


ere being no difference between a thing and its pro- 
belonged to the Soul, there could be no variations 
and hence not variable ; so that we 


o ‘The Siakhya view is that, th 
perties, i€ Pleasure and Pain really 


in them, as the Soul itself is somathing eternal 
could not account for the apparent diversity in the pleasures and pains: experienced ; 


and forthis reason Pleasure and Pain should be regarded as belonging to, and being 
the modification of, Primordial Matter, Prakrti, which is, by its very nature, modi- 


fiable. 
Nyaya Vol, TIT. 53. 
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about by them; and it is such ‘cognition’ that goes to cons- 
titute the Soul’s ‘ experience.’ * 


As regards the argument urged (p. 358) by the Oppo- 
nent in the verse beginning with—‘ What effect of rain and 
heat is there on the Akasha,’—our answer is that rain 
and heat do to the Akdsha exactly what they do to leather. 
What do they do to the leather? They bring about its 
connection with themselves ; and the Akasha also becomes con- 
nected with the rain and heat in the same manner as leather 
is. © “But if the Ækāskha is connected with rain and 
water, in-the same manner as leather is, then, like the lea- 
= ther, it should be non-eternal”. If you mean by this 

that—“ Akasha should undergo modifications by being 
connected with (under the influence of) heat and rain, in 

the same manner as leather is changed by connection with 

~~ heat and rain”,—our answer is that this cannot be, as the 
premise (urged by you) is not true; what is connected ‘with 
= rain and heat (in the case of the leather) is only the atom 
“at ‘(composing the leather), and certainly the atom is some- 
thing eternal. ¢ Further, when you call the leather ‘ non- 


© Virtue and Vice belong to the Soul, and are something distinct from it, and 

variable ; and they bring about Happiness and Unhappiness, which also are pro- 

perties of the Soul. The sense of all this is as follows:—The ‘help’ that can be 

accorded to an eternal thing can consist ouly in the bringing about in that thing 

of some variable properties; and not in the producing of some change in the thing 

rg itself ; as this would be incompatible with its eternal character. There is no 

é doubt that the property is something different from the thing to which- it belongs; 

and is not of the same nature as this latter. And in ordinary experience we find 

that though there is as much difference between Smoke and Fire, as between Smoke 

and Cainel, yet there is causal relation between Fire and Smoke, and not between Fire 

and Camel; and this is due to the very ndre of things; similarly, even though there 

is as much difference between Soul and Virtue-Vice, as between Soul and Akasha, 

a yet there is the relation of quality and qualified between the Soul and Virtue-Vice, and 
not between Soul and Aldsha, nor between Akūsha and Virtue-Vice —Tatparya. 


ae: = ' 

4 ; + The Tätparya remarks that this answer has been given by the Varlika from 
a the point of visw of the Naiyayika himself ; it has no force against the Bauddha, 
‘=: who does not admit of the eternal Atom. Hence he puts forward another answer, 

= 


3 É in the next passage. 
a Nyāya Vol, TIT. 54. 
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eternal’, do you mean that it is destroyed by connection 
with rain and heat, or that there is destruction of its subs- 
tratum due to the disruption of its causes (in the shape of the 
component particles)? What we say is that it is destroyed by 
reason of the disruption of the component particles of which 
it is composed ; and as there are no such component particles 
in the case of Akasha, there is neither ‘disruption of par- 
ticles’ nor ‘destruction’. Then again, even in the case 
of things that are connected with rain and heat (and are 
made up of component particles) [such as stone, for instance} 
we find that they continue to exist (even under the influence 
of rain and heat); so that it is not right to regard the connec- =- ~~ i 
tion (of heat and rain) as a cause of destruction; if the ` 
connection of rain and heat were the cause of destruction, 
things under their influence could never continue to exist; 
and yet such things do continue to exist until there ap- 
pears some other cause of destruction. If 
(by bringing forward the case of leather) 
you mean that—“ while in the leather, rain and heat bring 
about its expansion and contraction, they do not do so in 
Akasha,’’—our answer is that this also is not right ; as none 
of the alternatives possible is really acceptable: For in- 


Var. P. 360. 


stance, what is the meaning of the expression ‘expansion 

and contraction of the leather’ ? Does it mean (a) that it 
becomes large and small? Or (b) that it undergoes con- 
junctions and disconjunctions P (a) It cannot be the former; "= 
‘expansion and contraction’ cannot mean becoming large 
and small; for the dimension of a thing must remain the same 
so long as the thing lasts. So that so long as the thing 
(the leather) remains the same, its dimension (whatever it 
is) cannot change [so that any amount of rain or heat cannot ~ 
alter the dimension of the leather, which cannot become - | 
larger or smaller]. (b) If on the other hand, tho ‘ expansion -+ 
and contraction’ of the leather be regarded as ‘ conjunctions a 
and disjunctions,’ this also cannot be right; as the leather is 3 
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a Single thing, and there can be no conjunctions and disjune- 
tions in a single thing [i. e., unless there are two things at 
least, there van be no conjunction or disconjunction]. “ Why 
is it then that people speak of the leather undergoing expan- 
sion and contraction 2” Well, (when the leather is said to 
“contract ’) what actually happens is this :—when heat is ap- 
plied to the leather, its component parts, without losing their 
character of ‘ product’ (i.e., without being reduced to atoms), 
combine amorg themselves, but even though these combinations 
finally settle down to the form of an object, this object is not 
anything different from the leather ; so that the new combin- 


“ations really subsist in the component parts, which have 
` combined among themselves; and they are attributed to the 


leather only indirectly,—this attributing being due to the 


= fact that the leather subsists in (is made up of) the same 


thing (ie., the same component parts) in which the combin- 
ations inhere ; and it is in view of this figurative attribution 
that people speak of the ‘ contraction of the leather’; though 
in reality it is not the leather that contracts. Similarly, 
when by the contact of water there is disjunction among the 
component parts of the leather,—but which do not lose their 
form of the product substance,—this disjunction among the 
parts comes to be spoken of as the ‘expansion of the leather.’ 
Then again, there is no instance of modification; that is to 
“say, there is no instance of a thing undergoing ‘ modification’ 
without being destroyed; in fact the very term ‘modifica- 
tion’ means the appearing of a different thing (in place of 
the thing said to be modified). If however you call that 
‘modification’ when a thing changes its colour and such 
other qualities,—when for instance, the Jar changes its colour 


~ (from black to red), if you regard the Jar as having under- 


gone ‘modification,’—then such ‘ modification * appears in 
the Soul also; for in the Soul also, there is disappearance of 
Happiness followed by the appearance of Unhappiness or the 
disappearance of the Oognition of Happiness followed by tke 
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Cognition of unhappiness [and Happiness and Cognition are 
only qualities of the Soul]. 


Thus it is established that the experiencing of Happiness 


and Unhappiness belong to the Soul, which is itself eternal 
(unchanging). 


Sutra (6). 
{The answer of the Siddhantin to the Pūrva- 
prksa argumentin 8a, 5|—Nor so; (A) BE- 
CAUSE THE f KILLING’ IS OF THE RECEPTACLE OF 
EFFECTS AND OF THAT WHICH BRINGS ABOUT THOSE 
EFFECTS. ((B) OR BECAUSE THE ‘ KILLING’ IS OF 
THS RECEPTACLE OF EFFECTS, WHICH IS WHAT 
BRINGS ABOUT THESE EFFEOTS].*—Su. (6). 
Bhasya on Sa. (8). 
{P, 131, L. 10 to L. 24]. 

{A) What we say is, not that ‘ Killing’ consists in de- 
atroying the eternal entity, but that it consists in the destroy- 
ing of the ‘receptacle of effects ’"—ie., Body—and of ‘ that 
which brings about those effects,’ in the shapsa of the ap- 


prehension of their respective objects—i.e., the Sense-organs,— 
both of these (Body and Sense-organs) belonging to a living 


° The Bhasya has supplied two explanations of the Sūtra, the difference being 
dueto the different ways of construing the compound OAUPAICS Under (A) it is 
treated a3 a Dvandva, which gives the meaning ‘the rezeplacle of effects’—i.e., tho 
Body—and that which brings about the effects—i.e., the Sense-organs ; while under 
(B) tho compound is treated as Karmagnéraya,—the sense being —‘ the receptacle 
of effects, which is what brings about those effects’—the Body. 

The Nydyasitravivarana reads the Stitra as aqe —and 
explainsit to mean that the killing of the body does not do away with the Unseen Force ; 
‘effect’ in the Sūtra standing for the ‘ Unseen Force of Mcrit and Demerit, the 
‘receptacle’ sqratg and ‘ bringer about’ ees o£ that Force is the Soul; and there is 
arqa—i.e., non-destruction of that Soul. It adds that the Sūtra canned mean 
that ‘It is not right to say that there can be no sin even on the ‘Killing of the 


Body with a Soul ; as there is Destruction of the Soul, which is the bringer about, 


e 2 
mee of the connection, mq of the Body, ary. 
Vishvanttha accepts the second (B) explanation given in the Bhisya. 
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entity which by its very nature, is indestructible; and this 
‘destroying’ takes the form of striking or causing pain, 
i.e., disorganising, by bringing death or by tearing it out of 
tts bearings.* * Effect’ here stands for the feeling of pleasure 
and pain; and of this the Body is the ‘ receptacle,’ i.e., the 
abode, the substratum ;—and the Sense-organs are ‘ those 
that bring about’ the apprehension of their objects ;—and 
it is the destroying of both these (as belonging to the Soul) 
that constitutes ‘Killing;’ and not of the eternal Soul it- 
self, Consequently what has been urged by the Opponent 
m St. 5—that “ there could be no sin even on the burning 
of that which is accompanied by the Soul, as the Soul is 
sometbing eternal ”—is not right. 


Itis only the person holding tbe view that ‘ Killing ’ 
consists in destroying the entity itself that is open to the 
charge that his theory involves the absurdity of an act 
being destroyed (ineffective) for him who did it, and falling 


upon him who did not do it (as urged in the Bhasya P. 130, 
G) 


In regard to the point at issue there are two alternative 
theories —viz. (a) the ‘ Killing ’ consists in the total destroying 
of the entity itself, or (b) ‘that it consists in the destroying of 
the ‘ receptacle of effects and that which briags about the 
effects, ’— these two belonging to the entity which is itself 
indestructible ;’—there can be no third alternative. Of these 
the view that there is destruction of the entity itself has been 
negatived; what remains is the other view, which has been 
found to be true (in ordinary experience). 


(B) [The Bhasya puts forward a second explanation of 
the Sutraj—We can also construe the term ‘ Karya@shraya- 
kartrivadhat’ as follows—‘ Karyashraya,’ ‘the receptacle 
of effects, ” is the aggregate made up of the Body, the Sense- 
organs and Intellect’—because it is in this aggregate that the 
eternal Soul feels pleasure and pain; it forms its adude 
‘receptacle,’ because it is only in the said Aggregate, and in 
nothing else, that the feeling appears ;—this same aggregate 
is also regarded as the ‘ Kartri,’ the ‘bringer about,’ of 
eS T 

°* Bringing death’ refers to the Body ; and ‘tearing it out of its bearings’ 
to the Sense-organ. “Prabandhochchhzdal is explained by the Bh@syachandra 
as ‘destroying its connections,’ sambandhochchhit tih ; and tho Tatparya adds that 
one causes pain by striking the Body, as also by tearing the Eye out of its sockets. 
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the feeling; as it is by reason of, through, the said Aggre- 
gate,—and never without it—that the feeling comes about ;— 
and itis the striking or causing pain or disorganising of 
this Aggregate that constitutes ‘ Killing,’ and not the de- 
stroying of the eternal Soul. Hence what has been urged 
in Su. 5—that “there could be no sin even on the killing of 
the body accompanied by the Soul, because the Soul is 
eternal ”—is not truo.» 
Vartika on St. (6). 
[P. 360, L. 19 to P. 362, L. 1]. 


The Opponent has said :—“ Inasmuch as the Soul is 
eternal, there can be no answer to the objection that no 
killing is possible."—But this is not right; as the ‘ killing’ 
can be explained in a different way: ‘That is to say, even 
though the Soul is eternal, the possibility of ‘killing’ can 
be otherwise explained. In order to show this explanation we 
have the Sūtra—Not s», because the killing is Fe. §c.— What we 
cae Do say is, not that ‘killing’ consists in destroying 

the eternal entity, but that it consists in the 
causing pain to, disorganising, bringing death to the Body and 
the particular Sense-organs that are the instruments of the 
feeling of pleasure and pain,—both of these (Body and the 
Sensə-organs) belonging to the Soul, which is, by its very 
nature, indestructible. 


{The Opponent, the Bauddha, holdiag the view that, so 
long as it is possible to take the term ‘killing ’ in its ordinarily 
accepted connotation, there can be no justification for impos- 
ing upon it an indirect or figurative connotation, asks}]— 
“ How is one to know this (that the term ‘killing’ means as 
described, ?” 


Well, it follows from the fact that both parties admit of 


the“ killing and the experiencing of its results’; as a matter 
pE A E U 


* The Aggregate of Body &c, is cilled the ‘receptacle’ in the sense that it is 
as favourable to the appearing of the fecling as the very container of the feeling. 
It is called ‘ Kartri’ the bringer about, of the feeling,in the sense that it forms an 
agency in the Ininsing about of the feeling. —Bhdsyachandra. 
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of fact, both parties admit that there is ‘ killing’ (of things} 
and that the results of the act of killing have to be ex- 
perienced ; and such ‘killing’ can be explained only on one 
hypothesis (of an eternal entity, in the shape of Soul). As 
regards the other hypothesis, whereby there is nothing but 
momentary impressions (sensations),—under such hypothesis, 
what is there that could be ‘killed’ ? And {under this hy- 
pothesis) the destruction of all things is spontaneous, (every- 
thing being destroyed the very moment that it eomes into 
existonce), and does not stand in need of any cause to bring 
ìt about; so that whose operation would be reqnired (who 
could bə regarded as doing the killing) ? “ But one is 
said to ill another when he becomes the cause of his 
appearing in a form entirely different from his former form.’® 
Even so the use of the term ‘killing’ is only figurative or 
indirect, and not in its direct connotation, sinco you apply it 
to the birth of another form [and certainly birth is very far 
from being killed]. “This argument has no fores, as it is 
equally applicable to both of us; as under your hypothesis 
also the principal thing (Soul) + is not killed.” True ; for 
me also the ‘killing’ is of the ‘receptacle of effects’ and of 
‘that which brings about these effects ’ fand this use of the 
term is purely figurative}; but there is this difference (bet- 
ween us) that under my hypothesis, the Soul that undergoes 
the experience of the effects of an act is the same that 
brought about its own body &c., and did the act; so that this 
does not involve the absurdity of anyone undergoing the 
effects of what he had never done; while under your hypo- 
thesis [as there can be no one entity having any continued 
existence], it must involve both absurdities—that of the 


© The Nihilist, for whom everything has a momentary existence, the only form of 
*killing” possible is when one thing becomes the direct cause of the other thing losing 
its one momentary form and taking of another, 


+‘ Pradhana’ may be taken as standing for the Sankhya * prakriti,’ Primordial 
Matter. But from what follows, it appears better to take it as above. 
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effects of an act being lost to one who did the act, and that 
of their falling upon one who had nothing to do with it. For 
these reasons the only alternative left to us is to admit that 
‘killing’ is possible only under the hypothesis that there is 
such an eternal entity as the ‘Soul.’ 


In the Sajra, the term ‘receptacle of effects’ stands for 
the Body, as it is through the Body that experiences are 
undergone ;— those that bring about the effects’ are the 
Sense-organs, as it is through the instrumentality of these that 
experiences are brought about. Or, taking the compound 
as a Karmadharaya, we may take the Body itself as denoted 
by both the terms— receptacle of effects’ and ‘that which 
brings about the effects? In reality, Soul is the real doer 
(of acts) and experiencer (of their effects). “ What do you 
mean by being the doer or by being the experiencer ?” One 
is regarded as the ‘doer’ (of an act) when the knowledge, 
the wish to act and the effort put forth, all three subsist in 
him; and he is called the ‘ experiencer’ when there inheres 
in him the feeling of pleasure and pain. And 
as neither of these can apply to the Body, it 
is called ‘ doer’ only because it is through the Body, that the 
Doer acts. 


Var. P. 362. 


Section (3). (Siitras 7-14). 
Refutation of the View that the Visual Organ is one only.® 


° There is much confusion in regard to this section. As a matter of fact, 
up to Sā. 27 we have the same prakarana, dealing with the Soul, and proving, by a 
nnmber of reasonings, that the Soul cannot be the same as either the Body, or thé 
Sense-organs, or the Mind, or a mere aggregate of all these. But Commentators have 
made sub-divisions of the prakarana, in view of the nature of the arguments put 
forward. Hence the Nydya-sichinibandha makes one prikarana of Sitras 7-14, 
wherein it is shown that the Visual Organ is not one, but two, and hence the Soul, 
whioh is one, cannot be this or any other organ. So also the Tatparya and the 
Bhasyachandra ; though the latter is not very precise as to its prakarana-divisions, 
and deals with the whole subject of the Soul being distinct from the Body &c. as under 
a single prakarana ; but in its explanations it accepts the samo stages as the Nydya- 
sitchinibandha and the Tétparya. 
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Bhasya on Sutra (7). 
[P. 131, L. 24 to P. 132, L. 6.] 


For the following reason also the Soul must be regarded 
as something different from the Body &c. :— 


The footnote in the printed Bhasya-text asserts that the Vartika does not accept 
the Bhāşya interpretation of this prakarana; it says'that the fact of the Soul being 
something different from the Sense-organs having been already established, there 
would be no point in introducing the same subject over again ; hence it offers another 
explanation—taking Sitras 7 to llas embodying the view that the Visual Organ 
is one only. 


The Bhasy2 proceeds on the basis of the assumption that the organs are two ; 
while the Vartika denies thisat the very outset. It is clear the Bhasya has been led 
to proceed on the said assumption, by reason of the ease with which it supports the 
argument in favour of a single Soul operating though several Organs, According to 
this view, Sa. 7 embodies the argument that when we see a thing with one eye on 
the first occasion, and then subsequently with the other eye, we have the recogni- 
tion of the thing as being the same as that seen on the previous occasion ; which 
shows that there has been a common perceiver, and this is Soul.—This is answered 
by the Opponent in Si. 8 by the argument that the Eye is one and the same in the 
two sockets ; hence on both occasions perception being by the same Eye, it is only 
natural that there is Recognition.—This is answered in Si. 9, which tries to show 
that the fact urged in Si. 7 can not be explained otherwise than on the basis of a 
single intelligent {Soul.—Si, 10 contains the Opponent’s rejoinder.—This is finally 
disposed of in Sa. 11, where it is concluded that the Eyes are two, not one, hence 
the argument of Recognition remains unshaken, 


The Vartika and Vishvanatha’s Vritti take Si. 7 as embodying only the argu- 
ment based upon Recognition in general, and then object to its introduction on the 
ground that this matter has already been dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana. 


The Vartika, and with that the Vri¢fi of Vishvanatha, takes Sútra 7-11 as put 
in for the purpose of demolishing the view that the existence of Soul is proved by 
the fact (urged in Si. 7) that there is recognition by the right eye of what has 
been seen with the left eye ; and in course of the refutation of this view there comes 
in the subject of the Visual organ being one or two. i Sūtra 7 is explained, by 
‘the Bhasya, as also bythe Vartika, as embodying the argument that the;existence 
of Soul is proved by the Recognition urged in Si. 7 ; but while the DEIO and the 
Tatparya and the Bhdasyachandra, accept it as Siddhanta, and so carry on the 
Prakarana to Si. 15 [and this appears to be the rational interpretation of the Satrae as 
they ‘stand],—the Vartika, holding to the view that the Visual organ is one only, 
could not accept this interpretation of Si. 7-11. Hence it regards the argument 
propounded in Si. 7 as put forward simply for being refuted. The Vartika 
propounds this refutation from P. 362, L. 7 onwards. In course of this refutation, 
the unity of the Visual organ being put forward, the opponent asks (P. 363, L. 5) 
what explanation there is of the ordinary idea that there are two eyes.—In Sa. 8 
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Satra (7). 


BECAUSE THERE IS RECOGNITION WITH THE OTHER 
Eye of WHAT HAS BEEN SEEN WITH THE LEFT Hye. * 
(Sù. 7). 


When one applies to, or connects with, the same object, 
two Oognitions, which appear at different times (one appear- 
ing ofter the other),—there is what is called ‘ Recognition’; 
this ‘recognition’ appearing in the form ‘I see now what 
I had cognised (seen) previously’, ‘ this is that same object’; 
and there is such ‘ recognition’ in a case where the former 
cognition was with the left eye and the subsequent one 
with the right eye,—the recognition being in the form ‘ that 
same thing which I saw on the previous occasion (with the 
left eye) Í am now seeing (with the right eye). Now if the 
Sense-organ itself were the intelligent perceiver, no such 
‘recognition’ would be possible, for what is seen by one 
cannot be recognised (or remembered) by another. ‘There 
is no doubt however that there is such ‘Recognition’, Hence 
it follows that the intelligent perceiver is something different 
from the Sense-organs. 


the Siddhantin explains this.—This explanation is objected to in $i.9.—The real 
answer to this objection is given by the Varlika in P. 363, L. 16) et. seq.—Si. 10 
is explained as the anawer given by ‘some people’ to the objection urged in Sā, 9 ; 
and then Si. 11 is explained as refuting this answer of ‘some people " ay also the 
original Parvapaksa. 


The weak points in this interpretation of Siitras 7-11 by the Vartika and the 
Vritti are as follov—(1) Nowhere elsedo we find the Sūtra starting a section with 
a gratuitous argument in support of the Siddhanta view,—simply for refuting it ; 
and (2) according to this explanation, the author of the Sūtra fails to answer the 
Opponent’s argument in Si. 9 ; and the only answer that he puts forward (in Sa. 10) 
he himself refutes in Si. 11. i 


From the above it will be seen that on Sūtras 8-11 there can be no agreement 
between the Bhasya and the Vartika. Hence we are not placing the Vartika on 
each of these Sūtras below its Bhadsya; we shall place the whole Vartika on 
Siitras 8-11 after the Bhdsya on these. 


© The conclusion derived from this ‘ because &c,’ is that there is a Soul who 
is the agent of the seeing and the recognising. But according to the Nydyasitravi- 
varana the conclusion deduced is that the Visual Organ is one only. See preceding note. 
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Vartika on Si. (7). 
[P. $62, Ll. 2-6.] 

For the following reason also the Soul is something 
distinct from the Body &c¢.—Because there is recognition 
ge go. (says the Sūtra). What the Stitra means is that a 
man recognises with his right eye what he has previously 
seen with the left eye. This recalling of cognition or Recogni- 
tion must proceed from (be preceded by) remembrance ; from 
which it follows that the several cognitions involved in it 
(the first perception, the second perception, the remembrance 
of the former perception, and the recognition of the object of 
the latter perception as being the same as that of the former) 


must belong to one and the same agent, [and this one agent 
is the Sou/]. 


[This argument is not sound, according to the Varfika, 
as is clear from its Introduction to the next Sitra. ] 
Safra (8). 

[Says the Opponent]—“ Tits ABOVE REASON- 
ING IS NOT RIGHT; FOR THE OrGan (IN REALITY) 
IS ONE ONLY, AND THE NOTION OF DUALITY ARISES 
FROM THE ONE ORGAN BEING DIVIDED BY THE 
NASAL BONE.’ —(Si. 8).* 


Bhāsya on Si. (8). 
[P. 132, Li. 9-10.] 


[Says the Opponent]—“ As a matter of fact the Visual 
Organ is one only; it is divided by the nasal bone, and when 
the two ends (parts) ofthe organ, thus divided, are perceived, 
it gives riso to the notion that there are two organs ; just as 
it happens in the case of any long object (like the Bamboo 
for instance). z 


©The Tatparya says—' This Sūtra objects to the reasoning of Sü. 7, on the basis 
of the view that the Visual Organ is one only.’—The Bhasyachandra says—! What 
the Opponent means to urge in Sa. 8 is as follows—‘ What has beep urged in Si. 7 
would be right if there were two distinct visual orgaus; but according to our view 
it is not 89 ; for the visual organ is one only.’ 
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Satra (9). 
> [Answer.J]—Tue ORGAN OANNOT BE REGARD- 
ED AS ONE ONLY; AS (WE FIND THAT) WHEN ONE 
(EYE) is DESTROYED, THE OTHER IS NOT PES- 
TROYED (Su. 9). 
Bhasya pn St. (9). 
{P. i32, Ll. 11-12.) 

As a matter of fact, we find that even when one eye is 
destroyed, or taken cut of its socket, the other eye remains 
intact, as is clearly indicated by the perception of things 
(with the remaining eye).* From this it is clear thatit is 
not right to say that a single organ is divided (by the nasat 
bone). _ 

Sūtra (10). 
[The Opponent’s rejoinder.|—“ Tom anau- 
MENT PUT FORWARD HAS NO FOROE ; AS EVEN ON 
THE DESTRUOLION OF A PART THE WHOLE iS STILL 
FOUND (EFFBOTIVE).” 
Bhasya on S&. (10). 
{P. 132, Ll. 14-15.] 

© The reascning,—that ‘ because one eye is not destroyed 
on the destruction of the other eye (therefore the two eyes 
mast be distinct)’,—is not right ;—because, as a matter of fact, 
wo find that even when some branches of the tree are cut off, 
the tree itself is actually found standing. (Similarly, on the 
theory that the Visual Organ is one only, even when one 
part of it, in the shape of the one eye, is destroyed, the 
Organ itself will remain intact and effective].” 

Satra (11). 
[Answer]. —INASMUOH THE EXAMPLE CITED IS 
Nor TRUE [OB, INASMUCH AS THE OPPONENT'S 
VIEW IS OONTSARY TO PEROEIVED FAOTS], THE 


p ` DENIAL (IN SU. 10) CANNOT BE RIGET. 
: SSS ee ee A, . . 
© All Mes. reads feqquemtera, which has been adopted in the translation. 
7 The Vartika reads fied fag, which means that the remaining Eyeis the faing 


the instrument, of the perception of things. 
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Bhasya on St, (11), 
[P. 138, L. 1 to L. 9.] 


[The Bhasya supplies two interpretations of the SittraJ— 
(A) [The Opponent has urged, in St, 10, that the fast of the 


- Visual Organ continuing to be operative even on the destruc- 


tion of one Eye may be regarded as analogous to the case of 
the whole tree continuing to remain even when one of its parts, 
a branch, has been cut of]—As a matter of fact however, 3% 
is not true that the Composite Product continues to exist 
even when there is disruption of its component particles; for 
if it did, then it would have to be regarded as eternal (which 
is absurd). [What really happens in the case of the Tree, 
cited in Sa. 10, is that] ina case where there are severa} 
composite wholes (making up a composite object), those wholes 
are destroyed whose component particles are destroyed, 
while those continue to exist among whose component 
particles there is no disruption. * 


(B) Or, we may explain the term 6 dristantavirodhah” 
of the Sūira to mean being contrary to (incompatible with) a 
perceived fact : that is to say,—(a) In the ease of the dead 
man’s skull we find that thero are two holes, separated from 
each other by the nasal bone, in the places where the eyes 
existed; and quite distinct from each other; this should not 
be so if thero were a single eye simply bifurcated by the nasal 
bone ;—(b) secondly, as a mattor of fact, as itisfound that there 
is no certainty as to the destruction of one eye (necessarily 
leading, or not leading, to the destruction of the other), the two 
must be regarded as entirely distinct; and inasmuch as the 
two eyes have their own distinct obstruction and destruction 
(and the obstruction and destruction of one does not necessarily 
mean the obstruction and destruction of the other), it follows 
that they are distinct things;—(c) thirdly, when one eye is 
pressed with the finger there is a divarication or aberration 
in the contact of the perceived object with the rays of light 


9 Several composite wholes go to make up the Tree; whena branch is cut off, 
there is disruption of the component parts of this Tree ; hence the Tree cannot but 
be regarded as destroyed ; what remains behind is only a part of the Tree—one of 
the several composites that made up the Tree ; it is recognised as the same Tree, 
-and not only as its part, because of its similarity to the original tree,—Bhasyachandra. 


Hence the case of the Tree does not meet the Sigdhaxta argument put forward 
in Su. 9. 
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emanating from the eyes, and (as aconsequence) we perceive 
a diversity in the object; this could not be the case if 
there were only one Visual organ; specially as on the cessa- 
tion of the finger-pressure the object is again perceived ag 
one only. # From all these well-known facts it follows that 
it is not right to regard the organ as one only, simply bifar- 


cated (by the nasal bone). 
Vartika on Siitras (8-10). 
[P. 362, L. 7 to P. 864, L. 9]. 


[Sūtra 7 has been explained to mean that, inasmuch as 
there is recognition with tha right eye of what has previously 
been seen with the left eye, it follows that the several 
cognitions have a single Agent] —This however cannot be ac- 
cepted as right; since this has already been established before 
(in the foregoing sections), there was no need for taking it 
up again, Under Si. 1 it has already been established that 
she Soul is something distinct; and as this has been already 
established, there was n> neod for resuming the same subject 
again. 


{There may be two answers to this objection]. (4) Soms 
people point out that the prosent section is intended to prove 
that the Soul is something distinct from the Sense-organs; 


——— 


SE 

® The meauing of this passage, according to the Bhisyachandra is as follows— 
t When we close one eye and press the other with our finger, we see the object, the 
lamp, as ¿wo ; and when the pressure is removed, we perceive the object as one only 
or we have the recognition in the forin ‘ what I saw as two is one only’, 


But the case meant to be cited appsars to have nothing to do with the closing 
of any eye. It refers to the well-known phenomenon that when we look upon a 
thing with both eyes open in the usual way, we perceive it as one, but when we 
press one eye with the finger, we perceive the thing as two ; this is due to the fact 
that in normal vision the rays of light emanating from the eyes coalesce when they 
fall upon the perceived thing, and this provides a single image of the thing, which 
comes to be perceived as one ; but when one eye is pressed with the finger, the rays 
of light from that eye become diverted from their natural course, and hence 
fail to coalosce with the rays proceeding from the other eye ; 80 that the light from the 
eyes not coalescing, there are two images of the thing, and it is perceived as two. 
All this cannot be explained except on the basis of the theory that the two eyes 
éonstitute two distinct Visual organs. 
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they declare that the present section serves to show that the 


Soul is different from the Sense-organs. But this explana- 


tion is not right; as this also follows from the same section ; 
that is, it has been established in the foregoing sections that 
the Soul is something distinct from the Body and the Senso- 
organs. (b) Others put forward the auswer that the present 
Sūtra is intended to bs cumulative; they explain that ‘ recog- 
nition with the right eya of what has been by the left eye’ 
is put forward (in the present Sūtra) as an additional argu- 
ment (in support of the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
section that the Soul is something distinct from the Sense- 
organs). 

As a maiter of fact however, though other kinds of eumu- 
Jative proof may be possible, what is said in the present Sūtra 
is not so admissible; as it involves an ineongrnity. That is, 
one who would put forward ‘the recognition with the right eye 
of what has been seen with the left’ (as a reason for regard- 
ing the Soul to be different from the Sense-organs) would 
be contradicting (going against) reason. “ What incon- 
gruity, or going against reason, is there?” It is tbis :—If 
the organ in question is several (as the argument pre-sup- 
poses), it is not possible for both to be controlled by (or 
connected with) anything (in the shape of Mind or Soul) 
simultaneously. That is to say, the Mind is atomic in its 
nature and one only; and if there are two Visual organs, 
both these organs coull never be connected with the single 
atomic Mind at one and the same time; and if one of the 
Visual organs could apprehend things even without such 
connection (of the Mind), [as Si. 7 presumes], then it would 
imply that the other organ operates (is effective in appre- 
hending things) without being connected with the Mind; 
and this would mean that the connection of the Mind is not 

essential; and if the organ is oporative without such con- 
nection or control, then it ceases to be an instrument at all 9 
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for no instrument is ever found to be operative unless con- 
trolled or directed (by something else). Further, if what 
is said is true, then the seeing of things would be precisely; 
of the same kind, whether it be brought about by a complete 
(perfect) Visual organ, or by an incomplete (imperfect) one ; * 
that is, inasmuch as no uncontrolled organ can be operative, 
and the controlling Mind is one only,—it is only-one of the 
vrai two Visual organs iat would at any time be 

connected with the Mind; so that the seeing 
of things with one eye should be of the same degree as that 
with both eyes. Lastly, the view put forward would be con- 
trary to what has gone before; it has been declared, iu a 
preceding section, that the number of Sense-organs is five 
only ; so that, [if it is now asserted that there are two Visual- 
organs, it would make the number of Sense-organs siz, and] 
that conclusion becomes contradicted (by what is said now). 
It may be asked—‘ If then the Visual-organ is one only, 
how is it that it is actually seen as two?” The explana- 
tion of this perception of duality in connection with the 
Visual organ is supplied by the following Sūtra (8). 


The Organ is ona only §c.—says the Sūtra. As a matter 
of fact, the organ is one and the same, but with two substrata 
(physical bodies). ‘What do you mean by the substrata of 
the organ?’ What is meant is that the Visual-organ, 
which is fiery (or luminous) in its nature, is affected by the 
benefiting and hurting of the black pupil (or retina) which 
is earthy in its nature; itis found that when there is some 
beneficial effect on the pupil, the Visual organ is also benefit- 
ed, or when there is some hurt inflicted on the pupil, it reacts 
upon the organ also; that is, it continues to exist and see 
things (according to the effects produced on the pupil); and 
it is in view of this fact that the pupil is called the ‘ substra- 


eyes closed, is unable to see things as clearly as the man with both eyes open.—Tat- 
parya. 
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tum’ (of the Visual organ). This is what has been explained 

under Sit. l-1-11. When the two ends of the samo orgau 
are perceived, they give rise to the notion of Duality; just 
as in the case of a long object intercepted by something in 
its middle, when one sees its two ends, he mistakes it to be 
two objects. 


Vartika on Si. (9). 
[P. 363, L. 15 to L. 20]. 


The Opponent raises the following objection in Sa. (9)— 

“ The organ cannot be regarded as one only &c.—Says the 
Sūtra (9). That is, when one eye is destroyed, or tuken oat of 
its socket, the other eye remains intact, still capable of serving 
as the instrument of the perception of things.” 

This is not right, we reply ; as the fact put forward is 
capable of another explanation. In fact no person actually 
perceives that the second organ remains intact; all that we 
know is that Visual Cognition still takes place ; and certainly 
this can be explained as brought about by means of the 
remaining substratum (the second physical body of the 
organ); * this substratum (or physical body) is not the Organ; 
the Organ (of Vision) is that one thing which operates through 
this or that physical body. The case is analogous to that of 
a room with several windows, where one window being closed 
things are seen through the other window. [Similarly in the 
ease cited, what happens is that one physical outlet 
of this organ being destroyed, the vision takes places thro 1gh 
the other outlet]. 


To the Opponent’s objection (in Sa. 9) some people have 
offered the answer that even on the destruction of a part the 
whole is still found effective (St. 10). But this answer cannot 
be accepted as the right one, for reasons given in the next 
Sūtra (li): ‘That is, inasmuch as the example cited &c. 


3 g The Visual organ is really one only, but it operates through two physical bodies, 
the two eyes ; 80 when the one-eyed man can see, what happens is that, though one 


Nyaya Vol. TII. 70. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


6 


Brasya—VAnqTiga, 3-1-12 63 


Says the Sūtra, the meaning of this is as follows :— 
As a matter of fact, no composite product remains when its 
component causes (parts) are destroyed. If itdoes not remain 
then how is it that the composite is actually perceived, even 
aftor the components have been destroyed?” Who says 
that a composite is actually perceived? What happens 
is that of the several composites ( of which a certain object 
consists), that one is destroyed of whose component particles 
there is disruption, while that, of whose components there 
is not disruption, (continues to exist, and) is perceived. 


The rest is clear in the Bhasya. 


Bhagya ow Sd. (12).* 
[P. 133, L. 9 to L. 14.] 


That the Intelligent Agent is something distinct from the 
Aggregate of the Body &c. is also interred— 


FROM THE BXOITATION APPEARING IN ANOTHER ENSE- 
ORGAN (THAN THE ONE THAT BROUGHT ABOUT THE PRECEDING 
PEROEPTION) (St. 12). 


When a person has tasted a sour fruit and found that its 
taste is concomitant with a certain colour and smell,—if, 
at some future time he happens to perceive its colour or 
smell, by means of a sense-organ (of vision or odour,) there 
appears an ‘excitation’ in the organ of Taste, which is totally 
different (from the organ that has apprehended the colour or 
smell) : that is to say, there is remembrance (through asso- 
ciation) of the Taste of the fruit, which gives rise to a long- 
ing for that taste, which brings about the flowing of the 
liquid (saliva) from the roots of the teeth. ‘This pheno- 
menon would not be possible if the Sense-organs themselves 


o a o 
` of the two bodies of the organ has been destroyed, it still works through the other 


body. So that the phenomenon put forward does not prove that the number of the 
organ itself is more than 4+6. fas. 

° According to the Bhdsya, Vartika, Tatparyaand Bhdsyachandra, the Sūtra 
resumes now the subject-matter of proofs for regarding Soul as something different 
from the Body &c. The Tatparya goes on to remark—‘ Having proved, on the 
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were the Intelligent Agent; as an agent can never remem- 
ber (or recall) what has been perceived by another.* 
Vartika on Sit. (12). 
[P. 364, L. 11 to P. 865, L. 4.] 

That the Intelligent agentis something distinct from 
Body &c., is also inferred from the excitation &., (Sūtra). 
When a person has tasted a sour fruit and found that its 
taste is concomitant with a certain colour and gmell,—if 
he happens to perceive the colour or smell, by means of a 
sense-organ, there appears an excitation in the organ of 
Taste. “ What is excitation?” Following on the re- 
membrance of the Taste, there appears a desire, alonging, for 
that Taste,—and this longing brings about in the organ of 
Taste a flow, or connection, of the liquid from the teeth ; 
and this ‘ flow of liquid’ is what constitutes the ‘ excitation’ 


l eee. 
strength of Recognition, the soundness of the notion of Soul as something distinct 
(and also haviug, by the way, refuted the theory that the said Recognition can be 
explained on the basis of the conception that there is only one Visual organ operat- 
ing throagh the two sockets), the Author now proceeds to put forward inferential 
reasonings in support of the same theory. It should be borne in mind that the 
Author has, in Si. 7-11, put forward the phenonenon of recognition in support 
of his view, simply for the purpose of convincing the opponent ; in reality the 


existence of Soul is proved by ordinary cognitions by inference &c. 


The Nytyust{ravivard na, which took $a, 7-11 as putting forward the viow 
that the Visual organ is one only, takes Satras 8-15 also as dealing with the same 
subject ; and according to thigithe present Si. (12) mems that “what happens in 
the oase of men who have lost one eye, is that his former Visual organ, which 
operated through two physical bodies, is destroyed and another organ is produced, 
operating through a single opening.” 

©The whole process of inference involved here is thus explained by the 
Tatparya— 

The man perceives the colour and smell,—he remembers the Taste which he 
has associated with such colour and amell—he then desires to experience the Taste 
thus remembered—this desire excites the organ of Taste,—this excitation appearing in 
tho form of the flow of saliva ;—on seeing this excitation appearing in the mouth of 
a certain person, we infer from this that the man has been moved by a desire ;—and. 
from this desire we infer that the manhas had a remembrance (of the Taste). 
This rememembrance would not be possible, unless there were a single Agent, perceiving 
things through the several sense-organs. : 
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referred to. Now, the ‘ remembrance’ herein involved would 
not be possible if the Sense-organs themselves were ‘ intelli- 
gent agents, because the impression (left by perceptions 
through the Sense-organs) having but a moméntary existence, 
{and hence it being impossible for any impressions to con- 
tinue from the moment of perception to the moment of re- 
membrance,] any such remembrance would mean that what 
has been originally perceived by one (organ) is remembered 
by another (organ) ; and this is impossible. 


{An objection is raised against the inferential reasoning 
put forward in the Saitra]—‘ Tho excitution of the other 
Sense-organ is a property subsisting in that ‘other organ’ ; 
and not subsisting in the ‘Soul; ’—how then can it prove 
the ‘Soul being different’ ?” * 


What brings about the inference of the Soul being different 
is not the ‘excitation of the other organ, but the Romom- 
branco (involved in the said phenomenon of excitation). No 
Remembrance is possible unless thero is a single Agent 

concerned with the original perception (and 
vere eerie subsoquent remembrance) ; the reasoning 
therefore is that Remembrance being an øst, must stand 
in need of an actor (agent), just like the act of being pra- 
duced. And inasmuch as, without Remembrances the said 
‘excitation’ is not possible, — this directly perceived ‘ exci- 
tation’ has been put forward (in the Sitra),—the premiss 
actually intended (by the mention of the ‘excitation’) being 
in the form ‘ because there can be no excitation in the organ 


of a person who has no originally porceived the Taste’; and 


this is an entirely valid negative premiss. 
Eee aS, ae a 


©The Smoke perceived as subsisting in the Mountain proves the existence of 
fire in that same Jfouxtain ; it cannot prove the existence of anything in something 
different from the Mountain. Hence in the present case, the ‘excitation’ perceived 
in the organ of Taste can prove the existence of something in that same organ ; 
it cannot prove anything —the character of being different, for instance, —in ragard 
to the Soul. 
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x Salra (13). 
[Objection]— THE ABOVE REASONING IS NOT RIGHT j 
REMEMBRANCE HAS FOR FES OBJECT THAT WHICH 18 
REMEMBERED.” 


Bhasya on Si. (13). 
[P. 133, Ll. 16—17]. 

[Says the Opponent |—‘* Remembrance is a quality and 
proceeds from a certain cause :* and its object is that which 
is remembered ; and the ‘excitation of the other organ’ (pus 
forward in Sti. 12) is due to the said remembered thing, and 
not to any such thing as the Soul.” F 

Vartika on Siu, (18). 
[P. 865, Li. 6—9] 

“The reasoning is not right, for Remembrance has for ite 
object that which is remembered,—says the Sūtra Remem- 
prance is a property ; and its object is the remembered thing; 

\ so that, proceeding from its proximity (relationship) to the 
remembered thing, Remembrance cannot prove the existence 
of any such thing as the Soul, whose capacity (of bringing 
about Remembrance) has nowhere been perceived. Just as, 
for instance, the Sprout, proceeding from the proximity 
(operation) of its own peculiar causes, does not prove the 
existence of any such thing as the Jar, whose capacity (in 
relation to the Sprout) has nowhere been perceived.” 


—_ 


© This cause consists in the remembered thing—adds the Bhasyachandra. 

+ ‘We do not admit of the Soul as that in which the Cognition or Remembrance 
subsists ; for us the Soul is none other than Cognition itself ’—such is the sense of 
the Opponent.—Bhasyachandra. 

Remembrance could be regarded as indicating the Soul, cither as its cause or as 
its object ; the Soul could not be regarded as the cause, as the cause of Remembrance 
is the impression left by its previous cognition ; nor could the Soul be regarded as 
the object, as the object of Remembrance is the remembered thing, And further, 
since the ‘excitation of the sense-organ’ may be explained as due to the remembered 
thing, it can not prove the existence of the Soul.—Tatparya. 

The Nyayasitravivarana explains the Sūtra to mean that all that Remembrance 
points to is thething remembered, and not to the fact of its being due to the same 
sense-organ that had brought about the original cognition. 
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Sutra (14), 
> 
{ Answer|—Inasmoon AS REMEMBRANCE IS A QUALITY OF 
THE SOUL, THE DENIAL (oF Sout) zs Not RIGHT, (Si. 14), 


Bhasya on Sa, (14). 
[P. 134, L. 2 to P. 185, L. 9.] 


Inasmuch as the act of Remembering is found to be 
such as appears only as a quality subsisting in the Soul, the 
existence of the Soul cannot be denied. As a matter of 
fact,” Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsisting 
in the Soul; and certainly one does not remember what has 
been perceived by another.t If then, Intelligence belonged 
to the Sense-organs,—inasmuch as the several apprehen- 
sions of things would be by diverse agents (in the shape 
of the Sense-organs), either there could be no Recognition 
at all, or even if Recognition were possible (even when Per- 
ception and Remembrance belonged to diverse agents), there 
gould be no restriction as to objects (perceived through the 
Sense-organs)t [there is no such incongruity under the view 
that there is a single intelligent Agent for all cognitions and 
remembrance; for] the fact of the matter is that there is 
one intelligent agent (in whom the cognitions subsist), 
perceiving the several things, through the diverse instru- 
mentality (of the several Sense-organs)§—who remembers 
the things perceived on some past occasion; so that the ex: 
istence of Remembrance is possible only as a quality subsist- 
ing in the Soul, when perception and recognition both belong 
to the same Agent, who is capable of perceiving several 
things ; and it is not possible under the contrary theory (of 
there being no such single Agent). And the entire business 

eae E oats ee 


©‘ Yagi’ here signifies certuinty.— Bhasyackandra. 


+ Any mere momentary ‘Soul,’ or the mere object ‘Jar,’ cannot bring about 
a remembrance in itself; for perception and remembrance can not appear at the 
same moment of time.—Bha@syachandra. 

. + There could be no such restriction as that the Eye should apprehend Colour 
only, and not Tuste ; and yet such restriction is accepted by both parties. —Bhdsya- 
chandra. 

§ The Bhasyachandra explains ‘ bhinnanimit tah” asimeaning t subsisting in 
several bodies (during the several lives on Barth)’. But ità appears simpler to take 
it as above— through the diverse instrumentality of the several sense-organs,’ 
which the Bhésyachandra takes as implied in ‘ Anékarthadarsht. 
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of living beings, which is based upon Remembrance, 

indicates the existencs of the Soul ;—the ‘ excitation ofanother 
no pa SOT > : ; 

sense-organ ` being cited only by way of illustration. 


‘Further [the assertion of the Opponent cannot be accept- 
ed], because it does not tuke into account the real object of 
Kememtrance.* As a matter of fact, the assertion in St. 18, 
that “Remembrance has for its object the remembered 
thing, —has been made without due consideration of what 
forms the real object of Remembrance.t As a matter of 
fact, Remembrance, which appears at the time when the thing 
(remembered) is not actually apprehended, and which appears 
im the form—‘ I knew that thing’ or ‘I had cognised that 
thing,’ or ‘ that thing had been cognised by me,’ or ‘I had a 

cognition in regard to that thing, —has for its object, merely 
the thing alone by itself, but the thing as previously cognised 
and asalong with the notion of the cogniser,—the above fourfold 
statement, which indicates the exact nature of the object of 
Remembrance, serves one and the same purpose ; all of them 
comprehend the eogniser {' 17), the previous cognition (* knew 
before °) and the thing (‘this’).t Then again, as a 
matter of fact, the Remembrance (or Recognition) that appears 
in regard to a perceived thing comprehends three cognitions 
in connection with the same thing, and all these cognitions 
have the same cognising agent; they donot have several 


©The printed text prints this a3 Su. 15. But there is no such Sutra in the 
Nydyasichinibandha, nor in tha Sa. Mss. Tne Baésyachanira also doesnot treat 
it as Sūtra ; and the Vyayasitravivarans calls it Bras yak@riyam Sitram. It is only 
Vishvanatha who reads it as Sūtra. 

ft Having showa above that without Soul „tbere can be no Remembrance, the 
Bhkisya uow proceeds to refute the Opponent’s assertion that “ Remombranco has 
for its object the remeinbered thing, and not the Soul.”—Td¢parya. 


ft Of the four statements, in the sacond —jñ ttavinthamamumartham, the 
Cogniser is expressed by the verbal affix in ‘Jzztavin;’—in the third ‘ayamartho 
maydjittah’ the thing cognised is expressed by the verbal affix in ‘ jattah ;—in the 
fourth ‘asminnarths mama jiitaamabhat’ the act of cognising is expressed by 
the verbal affix in ‘jadaam ;’ and in the first, the cogniser is expressed by the 
conjugational afix in ‘ajfdsisam.’ The Bhasya uses the singular number in 


~ @tadvakyam, in view of tho fact that tie agentin all is one and the same.—Bhdsya- 
chandra. 


All serve the same purpose of indicating the cogniser, the cognition and the 
cognised..—Tatparya, 


Nyaya Vol. TIT, 76. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


A 


ot. 


Budsya—Vauima, 3-1-14. 69 


agents, Nor are they without agents; they all have one 
and the same Agent.* [The Recognition of a thing is always 
in the form] ‘What 1 see now I bad seen before ; ’ in 
this the term ‘1 had seen before’ implies seeing (in the 
pastas also the reculled conception of that seeing ; so that 
the statement ‘I have seen this before’ could not be made 
if the seeing referred to were not of that same person (who 
makes the statement); the statement f I have seen this 
before’ involves (as we have seen) two conceptions (the 
sering and the recalled notion of it}, and the statement 
‘what I see now’ represents a third conception; thus the 
single act of Recognition, involving as it does three concep- 
tions, cannot but belong to a single Agent; it could not 
belong to several Agents; nor could it be entirely without 
‘an Agent. Thus we find that when the Opponent makes 
the statement—* there is no Soul, because Remembrance 
has for its object the remembered thing,’ (St. 13)—he 
denies a well-known fact, and loses sight of the real object of 
Remembrance {as just explained). As we have seen above, 
the Recognition (expressed by the sentence ‘I have soen 
this before’) is not mere ‘Remembrance ;’ nor has it for 
its object the ‘remembered thing ' only ; + in fact it involves 
SREP rics a recognition or recalling of the direct cognition 
We (the present seeiny) as also of the remembrance 
(of the past seeing },—all this belonging to a single cogniser ; 
that is to say, a single cogniser, being cognisant of all the 
factors (involved in the conception under consideration), 
recalls the several cognitions as belonging to (and subsist- 
ing in) himself; for instance, he it is wbo has such notions 
as—' I shall cognise such and such & thing, **Tam cognising 
the thing,’ ‘I have cognised the thing ;’ and lastly, not 
having cognised for a long time, and having an intense 
desire for cognising it, he comes to have the notion I have 


© The preceding passage havins shown that the Pūrvapakga view is against 
verbal usage, the Author now shows that it is against a perceptible fact also. Here 
t Remembrance’ ‘Smzifi’ stands for Recognition ; the name being applied to this latter 
on the ground of its resemblance to Remembrance, — Phasyachandra. ; 

+ The Bhagyachandr:: explains this sentence to mean that ‘the recognition 
is not mere Remembrance without an object, nor has it the remembered thing alone 
for its object.’ But from what follows, it appears better to take the sentence as 
translated. The Bhasyachandra has iteclf pointed out that in the present context the 
term Smriti’ ‘Remembrance’ generally stands for Recognition. < SAUNT AIGA 


the reading of three Mss. and of the Bhasyachandra, gives better sense. 
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discovered the real character of the thing’ [So far in rezard 
to the recognition of the cognition which has been shown 
to be pertaining to all three points of time]. Similarly, the 
same Agent also recognises or recalls the Remembrance, 
which also pertains to all three points of time, and is ac- 
companied by the desire to remember. 


Now if the Being (who isthe Agent in all these several 
cognitions and recognitions) were a mere ‘series of im- 
pressions’ (as the Opponent holds),—inasmuch as every 
‘Impression’ would (by its nature) disappear as soon as it 
has come into existence, there could not be a single ‘ Im- 
pression’ which could do the apprehending of the Cognition 
and the Remembrance, —which apprehending has been 
shown to pertain to all three points of time; and without 
such comprehending (by a signle Agent) there could be no 
Recognition (or Recalling) of Cognition or of Remembrance ; 
and there would beno such conception as ‘I’ (see, shall seo and 
hava seen) or ‘My’ (cognition is, was and shall be) ; just in 
the same way as we have no such conceptions (as ‘I’ and 
‘Mine’) with regard to the bodies of other persons.* 


From the above we conclude that there is a single Agent: 
cognising all things and subsisting in all the bodies (with 
which a person is endowed during his numerous lives on 
Earth), who recalls numerous cognitions and remembrances ; 
and by reason of whose absence in the bodies of other per- 
sons, there is no recalling (of the cognitions and remem- 
brances of other persons). 

Vartika on St. (14). 
[P. 365, L. 11 to P. 366, L. 11}. 

Inasmuch as Remembrance is §c,—says the Sūtra. As a 
matter of fact, Remembrance does not proceel from the 
remembered thing only ; for if it did, then in a case where the 
man has the remembrance of a thing in the past, this 
remembrance would be entirely baseless (having nothing to 
subsist in, as the thing is not present at the time) ;and yet 


° The Bhasyachandra explains ‘déhintaravat’ differently ;—‘It should 
not be forgotten that in the past and present bodies (of an individual) there runs. 


the same Soul,’ But it appears much simpler to take the phrase as in the trans- 
lation, 
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it is nob possible for it to be baseless, being, as it is, a 
quality ; as a matter of fact, no quality is ever found to be 
without a substratum. It could not be held to subsist in 
the Sense-organ, as the original cognition was not apprehend- 
ed by the Sense-organ [which, ez-hypothesi,being a tran- 
sient thing, could not, at the time of remembrance, be the 
same that did the original apprehending]; nor could it 
subsist in the thing, as this also is non-existent (at the time) ; 
nor lastly, could it subsist in the body, because all qualities 
of the body are perceptible to all persons, to the persoa to 
whom the body belongs as well as to other persons [while 
the Remembrance of one man is not cognised by another 
person}, Andyet Remembrance, being a quality, cannot 
exist without a substratum; nor can it be said that there is 
no such thing as Remembrance. From all this it is olear 
that the existence of Remembrance cannot be explained 
except on the hypothesis that there is such a thing as Soul. 

What we have said above also answers the following ques- 
tion of the Opponent—‘ how do you know that the power of 
bringing about Remembrance belongs to an entity different 
from the Body, the Sense-organ and the Object?” Because 
the Soul is possessed of such power, which consists in its 
being the substratum of Remembrance. Remembrance, 
being a product, could never subsist without a substratum ; 
every product that we see,—e.g., Milk and the likxe—we see 
subsisting in a certain substratum. 

This same reasoning (which proves the Soul as being the 
substratum of Remembrance) refutes the following Karika 
(of the Bauddha)—‘“ Any such entity in which 
Cognition would subsist, exists neither in the 
Bye (the organ), nor in colour (the thing Cognised), nor any- 
where between the two; in fact it neither exists, nor is it non- 
existent.” e Further to assert that a certain thing neither 


Var. P. 366. 


Se ee eee eee 

® Acoording to the Bauddha, any substratum of Cognitions is Apratisankhyéya, 
indeterminable, you cannot determine what it is and where it is, nor whether itis an 
entity or a non-entity. : 
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exists nor is it non-existent is a contradiction in terms, Nor 
can this Karika be taken as denying the fact that Cognition 
is something that must subsist in something. “ Why 
so P” Because it denies only particulars; as a matter 
of fact, the denial— it does not subsist in the Eye or in 
Colour’—is only with regard to certain particular things. 
If Cognition wero such as subsisted absolutely without 
a substratum, then any such particular denial.as is contained 
in the statement—‘ it does nob subsist in the Hye fe., — 
would be absolutely futile; for who has ever held the 
view that Cognition subsists in the Eye or in Colour 
—against whom such a denial could be addressed? In fact, 

when we come to consider the denial of substratum for Cog- 

nitions (as put forward in the Marika), we find that it actual- 
ly proves the existence of the Soul; as the statement in the 

Karika can have no meaning, except on the supposition that 

Cognition subsists in the Soul. 


Or, the Sūtra may be taken as showing how a, single 
entity can apprehend and recognise a number of things, —as 
has been explained above. 


The rest is explained in tho Bhāsya, 


Section. (4). 
[Sutras 15-T9.] 
The Soul is something diferent from the Hird. 
Sutra (15). 
[Says the Opponent]—“<THe CONCLUSION oF THE 
SIpDHANTIN OANNOT BE ACCEPTED; AS THE REASONS AD- 


DUCED IN SUPPORIE OF THE NOTION OF ‘ Sou.” 
_ APPLICABLE TO THE Minp.* (St. 15.) 


ARE ALL 


Our numbering of the Sitras should now be one less wee that of the printed 


edition of the Bhasya ; as we have not taken as Sabra, what figures there as Sit. 
. (15). 


Nyay2 Vol, TII 80. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


p> 


Bulsya—VAaqiga, 3-1-16 73 


Bhasya on Siu. 15. 
{P. 185, Ll, 11-14.] 


here can be no such thing as Soul distinct from the 
“= Aggregate of Body, Mind and the Sense-organs, (severally 
i or collectively).*—Why so?—Because the reasons adduced 
“in support of the notion of ‘Soul’ are all applicable to the 
* Mind. Yoasmuch as the reasons that havo been put 
<“ forward in Sitras 3-1-1, et seg., in proof of the existence 
<t of the Soul, are applicable to the Mind—and as a matter 
“* of fact, the Mind is actually found capable of apprehending 
“ all things,f it follows that the Soulis nothing different 
“from the Aggregate ef Body, Sense-organs, Mind and 
“= Sensation.” 


Aa i 


Vartika on Si. 15, 
{No. P. 866, Ll. 13-15.] 

“ The conclusion cannot be accepted gc. §c.—says the 
“ Sūtra. Tho meaning is that, the reasons that have been 
* adduced by. you in proof of tke existence of tho Soul are all 
“applicable to the Mind, Consequently it is not proved 
“ that the Soul is something different from the Mind.” 

Satra 16. 

[Answer]—Inasmoow AS THE INSTRUMENTS of 
OOGNITION OAN BELONG ONLY To THE COGNISER, IT 19 
MERELY A DIFFERENCE IN NAMES. (Sti. 16), 

Bhasya on Si. 16. 
[P. 135, L. 16—L. 23.] 
[The Siddb&ntin answers]—It is a well-known fact that 
the Instruments of Cognition belong to the Cogniser,—a fact 
which is vouched for by such expressions as ‘he sees with 


the eye,’ ‘he smells with the nose,’ ‘he touches with tie 
tactile organ.’—Similarly the Mind also is known to be only 


eee eee 
© The reading tatfedura Gives better sense, though the two Puri Mss. and 


ne Bhasyackandra read simply aga. ‘Severally or collectively’ has been added 
by way of explanation, bythe Bhasyachandra, 

+ ‘Internal things’ like Pleasure, Pain, &c., and ‘external things,’ like the Jar 
and tho rest, are all found to be amenable to the cognitive action of the Mind; 
without the action of Mind, no cognition of any kinlis possible. 
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an ‘Instrument,’ by means of which the Conceiver (the Agent 
who does the seeing &c. with the Visual and other organs) 
does the conceiving of all things; and on that account this 
Instrument also naturally operates on all things; and it is 
by means of this Mind that the Oonceiver does the conceiving.® 
Such being the case, it appears to us that while admitting the 
existence of the Cogniser, you do not bear the idea of his 
being named ‘Soul,’ and you give him the name ‘Mind’;— 
and though admitting that there is an instrument of conceiv- 
ing, you cannot bear its being named ‘Mind,’ So that 
it turns out to be a mere question of names,—there heing 
no difference of opinion as to the thing, the Cognising Soul, 
itself. If, however, you deny what has been said above, 
that would mean the dropping out of all Sense-organs ; that 
is to say, if you deny that to the Conceiver of all things there 
belongs an instrument which brings about the conceiving 
of all things,—and hold that there is so such instrument,— 
then a similar denial may be made in regard to the instru- 
ments of the cognition of Colour &c. also, and this would 
mean the total denial of all Sense-organs. T 


a ae (he o Teada 

© None of the readings given in the printed text is satisfactory. The best read- 
ing is supplied by the two Puri Mss.—qqrarg: aa faaan frente: ESSU GI ud- 
Rag fand renat aft. 

The Tatparya says—The term t mati,’ ‘conceiving, stands here for remembrance 
and Inferential Cognition ; and even though the immediate cause of these consist 
in the impressions left by previous Perceptions, yet being cognitions, like the cognition 
of Colour, they must be brought about by theinstrumentality of an organ ; and as such: 
cognitione are found to appear also while the Visual and other organs ate in operation, 
it followa that the organ by whick those cognitions are brought abcut is different 
from those organs. 


The Parishuddhki adds—Hven though the term ‘mati’ is synonymous with 
‘jnana’ and ‘ buddhi’—all three standing for Cognition—yet what is meant by ‘ mati’ 
in the present context is direct cognition, such as is preceded by a desire to cognise ; 
and such a cognition cannot but be brought about by. the instrumentality of some 
operative substance in contact with the body [and this substance is the Mind, the 
organ of conception]. $ ; 

The Bhasyachandra takes ‘mati, ‘ conceiving,’ as standing for the cognis- 
ing of Pleasure and Pain, in which the Mind is the only organ concerned. 


+For gÑ, the Bhasyachandra and the two Mss. read IRIT. 


+The organ of vision is postulated for the explaining of colour-cognition ; 
the organ of smell for that of smell cognition; and similarly the Mind is postulated for 
the explaining of the conception of Pleasure and Pain. All these‘ organs’ thus 
standing onthe same footing, if you deny one you must deny all. 
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Vārlika on Sa, 16. 
[P. 866, L. 17 to P. 367, L. 3.3 


You admit the existence of the Cognising Agent, and 
hence also that of the Instruments of Cognition, in the shape 
of the Eye and the rest ; exactly in the same manner, you 
can admit of tho existence of the Conceiving Agent, and 
hence also of the Instrument of Conception ; and this ‘ instru- 
ment of Conception’, is the Mind, So thatit is a mere 
question of different names. If (with a view to escape 
from this) you were to hold that the Conceiver (which 
according to you is the Mind) does the conceiving without 
an instrument, then the Cogniser also could do the cognis- 
ing without instruments ; which would mean the dropping 
out of all Sense-organs. 

Satra 17. 
THERE IS NO REASON IN SUPPORT OF ANY DIFFEREN- 

giaTion. (S&. 17.) 


Bhasya on Sā. 17. 
[P. 136, L. 1 to L. 9.] 


[Between the organs of Vision &c. on the one hand 
and the organ of Conceiving on the other] the Opponent 
makes a distinction:: while he admits that for the Cog- 
niser there are instruments or organs for the cognising 


- of Colour &c., he denies that there is any instrument for 


the conceiving of all things. And there is no reason, or 
justification, for any such differentiation; there is no rea- 
son on the strength of which we could accept any such 
differentiation (between the two sets of organs). As a 
matter of fact, Pleasure &c, are objects (of Cognition) 
different from such objects as Colour and the rest; so that 
it follows that for their cognition there should be an organ 
different from the orgaus for the cognition of the latter ; 
tho fact that Smell is not cognised by means of the Visual 
Organ leads us to conclude that there is a distinct organ 
in the shape of the Olfactory Organ; the fact that Taste 
is not cognised by means of the Visual and Olfactory Organs 
leads us to conclude that there isa distinct organ in the shape 
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of the Gestatory Organ; and so on with the other organs 
of Perception ;—exactly in the same manner, the fact that 
Pleasure &c, are not cognised by means of the Visual and 
other organs, should fead us to conclude that there is s 
distinct organ (for the perceiving of Pleasure &c.); ang 
this organ is the one whose existence is indicated by the 
non-simnltaneity of Cognitions (see Sik. 1. 1. 16); that organ 
which serves as tho instrument of the Cognition of Pleasure 
&c. is that one whose existence is proved by the fact that 


G 


no two cognitions appear at the same point of time; that is 
to say, itis only by reason of the fact that at one time 
the said organ is in contact with only one Sense-organ, and 
not with another, that no two cognitions are found to appear 
at the same point of time. From all this it is clear that 
what has been asserted in the foregoing Safra—that ‘ the 
yeasons adduced in support of the Soul are applicable to 
the Mind ’—is not true. 


Vartika on St. 17. 
[P. 867, L. 5 to L. 19}. 

There is no reason in support of any differentiation—says 
the Sūtra. ‘The Opponent makes the distinetion that ‘ while 
the act of conceiving is done without an instrument, the 
act of cognising is not so”; but there is mo reason justifying 
suoh distinction, On the contrary, we have the following 
reason in support of the view that as the act of cognising, 
so that of conceiving alsois done with an instrument :—As 
a matter of fact, Pleasure &c., as objects (of Perception), 
are different (in nature) from Colour &o.; so that there 
must be an instrument whereby the Perception of them 
is brought about; for it is found in the case of the cognition 
of such things as Colour and the rest, that no cognition of 
any object is ever brought about without an instrument ;— 
{while there is this argument in support of the view that 
the Perception of Pleasure do. stands on the same footing 
as the perception of Colour &c.] there is no reason in 
support of any differentiation, such as “the perceptions 
of Pleasure &c, are brought about without an instrument, 
and not so those of Colour &c.” 
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Says the Opponent—“ If every cognition should be 
held to have an instrument, then the cognition of the Hind 
also should have another instrument, as the Mind is the 
object (of that Cognition).”* 


Our answer to this objection is—Yes, there is an instru- 
ment for the Cognition of Mind also. “ What is that 
instrument ?” It is that whereby the Mind is cognised. 
“By what is the Mind cognised ? ” It is cognised by 
(inferred from) the impossibility of cognitions appearing 
simultaneously.t Inthe case of one who has the direct 
perception of Mind, the instrument (of that perception) 
consists of the Mind-Soul contact as aided by certain 
faculties born of yogic practices ; and the exact character of 
these faculties being beyond our ken, we need not stop to 
consider in what manner they aid the Mind (in its per- 
ception) f This same explanation also’ applies to the 


et Se ee aces? lo 


-ə “And it will not be right to regard the Mind itself os the instrument of its 
own Cognition ; as no inatrument is ever found to operate upon itself. Ifthen, 
another instrument is postulated, then for the cognition of that instrument also we 
shall require an instrument ; and so on ad infinitum. łn view of all this it is best 
to regard the Cognition of Pleasure &c. as being without an instrument.”"—T@tparya- 


+ Mind is cognised, not by perception, but by inference, and this inference is 
from the fact that cognitions do-not appear simultaneously (see Si. 1. 1,16). 

When an offect is produced by the presence of the Cause, that effect brings about 
the cognition of the cause. Similarly{when the cognition of what indicates the Mind 
(i.o. the non-simultaneity of cognitions) is brought about by the presence of 
Mind, the cognition of Mind obtained by means of the said indicative is one” 
that must be due to the existence of Mind. Nor does this involve the contingency 
of the Mind operating upon itself ; for Mind is not the instrument in tho existence 
of Mind ; nor is Mind the instrument in the cognition of Mind; and it is only in 
these two cases that the Mind could be said to operate upon itself. The fact is 
that in the Cognition of Mind the instrument consists of the Mind along with the 
cognition of its indicative; and certainly the Mind so qualified is not the same as 
the Mindjalone by itselt.—T7'@ tparya- 

t The Parishuddhi is not satiefied with this explanation. It says—Some people 
have held the view that faculties born of yogic practices are beyond our ken, But 
this isnot right. Noamount of yogic power can relieve an absurd contingency of its 
incongruous character. The only difference between us ordinary men and the yogin 
is that while our powers are:beset with difficulties and obstructed by obstacles, those 
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case of the Cognition of the Soul,—in which also Mind-Soul 
contact forms the instrument. i 


From the above it follows that the Soul exists and it is 
something distinct (from the Body &c.); that itis many 
(and not one) also follows from the same facts,—viz (a) ‘one 
and the same thing is apprehended by touchand vision’ (Sū. 1), 
(b) ‘What is seen by one is not remembered by another’, 
and (c) ‘There would be no sin accruing from the burning of 
a body ’;—all this becomes explicable on the theory that 
there are several Souls, 

Section (5). 
The Soul is eternal. 
(Sūtras 18—26.) 
Bhasya on Si. (18.) 
[P. 186, L. 9—P, 187, L. 2]. 
[The question now arises]—The Soul, which has been 


proved to be something distinct from the Aggregate of the 
Body, &c.—is it eternal or non-eternal? ‘‘ Why should 


of the yogin are not so obstructed ; but that does not mean that the yogin can go 
against the nature of things. [Hence even with the aid of yogic powers the 
Mind could not serve as the instrument in its own cognition]. Other people have 
offered the explanation that one Mind is perceived by the instrumentality of another 
Mind ; this is how we can avoid the contingency of an instrument operating upon 
itself. But this view has been clearly rejected by Vachaspati Mishra. The real 
explanation therefore of the cognition of Mind lies in this that in the case of 
ordinary men, while what forms the object of cognition is the Mind by stself, that 
which forms the instrumentis the Mind as along with the notion of ‘ts indicative,— 
and in the case of the yogin also the Mind by itselfis the object of cognition, while 
the Mind as aided by faculties born of yoga is the instrument. So that in both cases 
we have the same explanation that the Mind by stself is not the same as the Mind 
as accompanied or qualified by something else ; and hence there is no operating of 
any thing upon itself. It further goes on to controvert the very conception 
that oneand same thing cannot be both object and instrument, There is no incom- 
patibility between the two: a thing is called ‘instrument’ whenit is operated by 
the Agent ; and it is called ‘object’ when there bears upon it the effect of an 
action not subsisting in, or belonging to, itself; and certainly there is no incom- 
patibility between these two: a thing canl very well be operated by an agent, 
and yet bear upon itself the effeots of an action not subsisting in itself. 
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there be a doubt on this point ?” i i 
point ?’? This doubt arises 
Hee the fact that both are seen; that is to say, things 
noni exist are found to be of both kinds, —some eternal 
and others non-eternal; so that it having been proved that 


the Soul exists, the doubt remain 3 1 
s (as t 
non-eternal). : (as to its being eternal or 


The answer to the above question is that those same 
arguments that have proved the Soul’s existence also go to 
prove its previous existence (prior to its being endowed with 
the present body),—as is clear from the modifications under- 
gone by this body (during all which the Soul’s personality 
is recognised to be the same) ;*—and this Soul must exist 
also after the perishing of this body, “ Why so?” 


Sūtra (18). 


Brcats&£ THE NEW-BORN INFANT EXPERIENCES JOY, 
FEAR AND SORROW,—WHICH OUULD FOLLOW ONLY FROM THE 
CONTINUITY OF REMEMBRANCE OF WHAT HAS BEEN REPEAT- 
EDLY GONE THROUGH BEFORE. (Si. 18). 
- As a matter of fact, it is found that when an infant is born, 
he actually experiences joy, fear and sorrow, even though 


during his present life he has not perceived anything that 
could give rise to joy, fear or sorrow; and that he actually . 


os nee 
*'Dghabhidat’ has been explained by the Tatparya as follows :—The continuity of 

the Soul’s previous existence we deduce from the fact that during present life, while 
the body is seen to be changed, from childhood to youth and from youth to old 
age, the ensouling personality is recognised to be the same; 80 that the ‘ Recog- 
nition,’ which has been found to supply the principal argument in support of the 
Soul’s existence, is also found to supply the argument for its existence prior to its 


being endowed with the present body. 


The Bhasyachandra offers two explanations—(1) by one it makes praégdéha- 
bhédat as one compound, meaning ‘because the present body (in youth) is differ- 
G On the one that preceded it (in childhood)’; and (2) by the eecand it sepa- 
rates ‘prak’ and takes it as qualifying ‘avasthanam. The sense of the reasoning 
is the same in both cases; which is in keeping with the explanation supplied by 
the Tatparya. The second dehabhedat refers to the perishing of the Body. 


also another explanation of dehabhédat: ‘The 


The Parishuddki suggests 
existence of the Recognising Agent, because the 


fact of recognition proves the 
Body is something different from that Agent,’ 
Nyaya Vol. 111. 87. 
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experiences these is inferred from certain clear indicativos; ®` 
—these experiences could proceed only from the continuit 
ef remembrance, and not from any other source ;t—this 
‘continuity of remembrance’ again could not but be due to 
previous repeated experience; and the ‘ previous experience’ 
could be possible only during a previous life ;—so that 
from all this it follows that the personality continues to 
exist even of after the perishing of the body. 
Vartika on Si. (18). 
[P. 368, L. 1 to P, 369, L. 15]. 

The question arises —is the Soul, which has been proved 
to be something different from the Aggregate of Body &c., 
eternal or non-eternal ? [An initial objectionis raised against 
the whole section|—“ The Author of the Bhasya has 
explained this doubt as arising from the fact that both are 
seen, But such a doubt appears to be wholly unjustifiable. 
The arguments that have been adduced to prove that the 
Soul exists and that it is something distinct also prove 
that the Soul continues to remain the same while the Body 
changes ;—and this having been already established, there 
is no need for proceeding with the present section. ”§ 


© These ‘indicatives’ arein the form of ‘smiling’ and ‘crying.’ Theinfer- 
ence being in the form—‘the state of infancy belongs to a Soul exporiencing 
joy, fear and sorrow,—because it is accompanied by smiles and cries.’ 

Inferred from such indications as closing of the Eyes, throwing up of arms 
and legs, and crying ’—Bhdsyachandra. 


t iThe infant’s feeling of joy oan only be accounted for as being due to his 
remembering the pleasant experiences of his previous life. 


t The facts adduced prove that the Soul in the infant’s body is one that 
has had a previous life and body ; so that it is proved that after the perishing of 
that previous body, the Soul has continued to exist. 


§“ The Siddhantin has proved that the Soul is something different from the 
Body, the Sense-organs, and the Mind, he has also proved that while the Body 
changes from infaocy to youth and from youth to old age, the ensouling person- 
ality continues to be recognised as the same; and from this it follows asa necessary 
corollary that even on the perishing of the Budy, the Soul would continue to 


remain, And as this is the sole purpose of the present section, this section neod 
not have been proceeded with at all.”"—Tatparya. 


a Kol. ii, 88. 
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-| {Answer}]—Cerainly it would not be right, not to proceed 
with the present section, SAVVE YA Da Because while 
(it is true that) the arguments adduced prove the continuity. 
of the Soul from birth to death, they do not prove that it 
continues to exist also on the perishing of the Body. And 
it is witk}a view to preve this that wehave the next 
Siitra— because the new-born infant experiences Joy &c. 


The meaning of the Sūtra is as follows :—When the 
infant is just born, his sense-organs are incapable of appre- 
hending things; and yet he is found to be experiencing 
joy, fear and sorrow,—these being inferred from such 
indicatives as smiling, trembling and crying (respectively) ;—. 
these can arise only from the continuity of remembrance, 
and there can be such continuity of remembrance only 
f there has been a previous body. The ‘birth’ (of a 
person) consists in his becoming connected with Body, 
Sense-organs, Intelligence and Sensation,—all these appearing 
inan aggregated form.— Joy ’ consists in the feeling of 
pleasure at the obtaining of a desired object after a deep 
longing for it ;*— ‘Fear’ is the feeling of helplessness 
that ono has when he is anxious to get rid of the causes 
tending to bring about undesirable things, and finds him- 
self unable to do so.—When one has become separated from 
a desired thing, and he finds that he is unable to regain 
it, the feeling that he has is called ‘sorrow. —It is the 
experiencing of these feelings that 1s spoken of by the term 
‘sampratip uti’ (in the Sūtra). There is what is called 
‘ abhyasa,’ ‘repetition,’ when thera are several cognitions 
of either the same thing or the same form of oning g 0.26) 
it is said ‘he has had a repeated taste of paddy’ [where 
it is not the same individual paddy that hes been repeatedly 

aS 


‘longing’ has been added, because there is Joy, not 


rarthand : 5 k 
OSURO CLES EL : sired object, as at obtaining it after one has 


so much at the obtaining of a de 


had a deop longing for it’ —Paipary Nyaya Vol. TIL. 89. 
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tasted, but the same kind of paddy]. We have what is 
called ‘remembrance,’ when, after direct perception hag 
eeased, an idea appears subsequently in regard to the 
same thing; and it is ‘ recognition” when there is direct 
perception of the thing along with its remembrance. By 
‘continuity’ is meant the faculty or impression 
which brings about the remembrance. ‘Smile’ 
consists in the joyous expression of the Eyes &c. following 
on the remembrance of something that has given pleasure 
and is considered desirable ;—and ‘crying’ consists in a 
particular kind of sound accompanied by the shedding of tears; 
and the throwing about of the arms and legs, [These aro 
indicative of the continued Existence of the Soul}. 


Var. P. 369 


An objection is raised —* Inasmuch as Smiling and Orying 
subsist in entirely different things, they cannot prove 
the desired conclusion.” Tf you mean by this that— 
“Smiling and Crying subsist in infancy and infancy does 
not belong to the Soul, hence subsisting in a totally different 
substratum, Smiling and Crying cannot prove anything in 
regard to the Soul, "—then, our answer is that this is not 
right ; because what is meant to be proved (by Smiling 
and Crying) is the presence, in infancy, of a Soul affected by 
Joy and Sorrow;—the form of the desired conclusion is— 
‘the state of infancy is endowed with a Soul affected by joy and 
sorrow, c., becuuse it is accompanied by smiling and crying, 
and ‘infancy ’ is a certain condition or property of age; just 
like § youth.’ 

What has been said above applies also to the conclusion 
in the form that—‘ infancy is endowed with a Soul possess- 
ed of remembrance, faculty, previous cognitions and connec- 
tion with a former body.’ “How so?” Just as the pres- 
ence of smiling and crying proves that infancy is endowed 
with a Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow,—similarly ‘ the pre- 
sence of Soul affected by Joy and Sorrow ’ proves the exis- 
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tence of the Soul possessed of remembrance ;—the presence 
of the Soul possessed of remembrance proves the presence of 
Soul endowed with faculty; this latter fact proves the pres- 
ence of Soul endowed with previous Cognitions; and the 
latter proves the presence of Soul endowed with connection 
with a former Body. In each of these, ‘youth’ serves as 
the corroborative Example; since Youth is accompanied by 
smiling and eryixg and it is also endowed with a Soul affected 
by joy and sorrow, &c.; and so with every other form of 
conclusion noted above, 
Sutra (19). 
[Gbjection]—‘ Waat HAS BEEN PUT FORWARD 1S 

ONLY A VARIATION (OF THE TRANSIENT SOUL), RESEMBLING 

THE VARIATIONS OF OPSNING AND CLOSING UNDSRGONE BY 

TAE Lotus AND ofaie FLOWERS.” —(19.) 


Bhāşyz on Su, 19. 
[ P. 137, L. 4 to L. 12]. 


[Says the Opponent}—“In the case of such transient 
things as the Lotus and tie like, we find that they undergo 
such modifications as opening and closing; inthe same 
manner the transient Soul may be said to undergo variations 
in the form of experiencing joy and sorrow, [which there- 
fore cannot prove the eternality of the Soul.” 


This contention is not right; as there is no reason. That 
is to say, it cannot be shown that—“ for such and such a 
reason the experiencing of joy and sorrow by the Soul is to 
be regarded only as a variation of it, like the variations of 
opening and closing undergone by the Lotus and other flow- 
ers ;’—in support of such a conclusion there is no Reason 


based upon any kind of instance, analogous or otherwise.* 


® Under Sutras 1, 1, 34—35 it has been shown that a Reason that can prove 
a conclusion must be based upon well-known corroborative instances,—these in- 
stancos being either per similarity or per dissimilarity, and as matter of fact, in sup- 
port of the assertion put forward in this Sutra, by the Opponent, there can bo-no 
Reason of either of these? two kinds ; and the mere citing of the exatuple (of 
Lotus) cannot prove anything, [An example is effective only as pointing to and cor- 
roborating a Reason or Premiss].—Bhasyachandra. 
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So that, in the absence of a Reason, what has been urged 
can only be regarded as irrelevant and futile. Then 
again, the instance cited does not do away with what we have 
put forward as the cause of the Joy, &c, ; that is to say, what 
has been pointed out is that in the case of every ordinary 
(grown-up) person it is found that in conneetion with objects 
already experienced in the past there are feelings of joy, &e., 
brought about by the continuity of remembrance ;—and cer- 
tainly this fact is not set aside by the mere citing of the case of 
the closing of the Lotus, &c.; and [when this cannot be set 
aside or denied in the case of ordinary grown-up men] it 
cannot be denied in the case of the new-born infant also.» 
Further, the ‘opening and closing’ of the Lotus consist only 
in certain ‘conjunctions and disjunctions’ of its petals, which 
are brought about by a certain actiont ; and action must have 
a cause, as is clearly inferrable from the fact that it is an 
action [similarly the action of the child’s smiling, &c. must 
have a cause, and this cause can only be the remembering of 
past experiences]. Such being the case, what does the 
citing of the instance (of Lotus, &c.) serve to set aside ? 
[Since it is found only to support the view of the Sigdhantin]. 


Vartika on Si. (19). 
[P. 369, L. 17 to P. 370, L. 16}. 
“ What has been put forward is only a variation, fc. §¢,— 


“ says the Sutra. What the Sūtra means is that, inasmuch 
“ag we find variations appearing in transient things also, 


° This appears to be the simple meanirg-of this sentence. But according to 
the Bhdsyachandra it means as follows :—‘ Just as it cannot be denied that the 
action of closing, &c, of the Lotus is due to a certain cause, 80 also it cannot be 
denied that the infant’s action of smiling is due toa certain cause.’ This argu- 
ment, however, is clearly put in the next sentence of the Bhasya. 

+The reading of the printed text is unsatisfactory ; the sight reading is 
supplied by the two Puri iMss., which is also supported by the Bhagyachandra 


mmaa daar: riaa. 


This passage is a little obscure; all manuscripts, except Puri B, read 
fraa fraga: as in the printed text ; Puri Ma. B, reads EVIER SISIE GRE 
which means—‘ that there is such cause in the shape of¢Action, (for the said con- 
junctions and disjunctions), is clearly inferred from the fact that these are actually 
brought about, [aud nothing can be brought except by the force of an action]. 
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“ what has been urged (in the the preceding Sūtra, as prov- 
“ ing the eternality of the Soul) does not necessarily prove 
“the desired conclusion. ‘ What is opening and what is 
* closing ?” When there is disjunction among the parts 
“of the flower-petals, but not to the extent of total disrup- 
‘tion of the flower, there is what is called ‘ opening’; and 
‘* when there is a conjunction among the petals, which still 
« continue to constitute the flower, there is what is called 
“\ ¢closing’.” 


There is no force in the Opponent’s argument put forward 
(in the present Sūtra); because none of the 
alternatives possible under it is admissible (as 
an effective argument against the Siddhanta). The reason- 
ing put forward is that ‘what have been urged by the Sidd- 
hantin are only variations of the Soul like the variations 
of the lotus in the shapo of its opening and closing’;—now 
ig this example meant to prove conclusion (contrary to the 
Siddhanta)? Or is it meant only to show that the premiss 
put up by Siddhantin is not true? If it is meant to prove 
a conclusion,—the mere citing of an example cannot prove 
anything, unless some Reason is put forward; hence the 
instance cited by the Opponent cannot prove anything. 
If, on the other hand, it is meant to point out a defect (in 
the Siddhanta argument),—then, in that case, (a) is it meant 
to deny a perceptible cause (for the infant’s smiling &e.) ? 
(b) Or is it meant to show that there are other causes (than 
the one suggested by the Siddhantin) ? (c) Or is it meant 
to embody an inference in support of the view that the 
Soul is liable to birth and destruction? (d) Or, lastly, is 
it meant to show that the smiling &c. (urged by the Siq- 
dhantin) are merely fortuitous (like the opening and closing 
of the lotus)? _ (a) If it is meant to deny & perceptible 
cause, this cannot be right; because what tho Siddhantin 
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has put forward is actually qualified as being perceptible; 
that is to say, what he bas put forward is that— inas- 
much it is; perceived tin the case of the grown-up person, 
that whenever there are smiling and crying, there is present 
also the Soul affected by joy and sorrow, on tha analogy of 
this we infer that when we perceive smiling and crying in. 
the new-born infant, there must be present a Soul affected by 
joy and sorrow ;* and certainly there is nothing objectionable 
in this. (b} Secondly, if the instance is cited with a view 
to show that there are other causes,—even that would not 
be right; for the very same reason that what has been 
put forward by the Siddh@ntin is what is actually seen. 
(c) Thirdly, if the instance is cited with a view to show that 
the Soul is liable to birth and destruction,—that again can- 
not be right; for as a matter of fact, the Soul is a substance 
and is ever incorporeal, and as such, like Akisha, it must bo 
without cause (i.e. without beginning or end).} If (in opposi- 
tion to this) it be contended that the Soul is a product, then it 
behoves you to point out its cause, for the simple reason that 
every product has acause; all products are found to have 
causes: (d) Lastly, if it is meant that the opening and closing of 
the Lotus are fortuitous [and similarly the smiling and cry- 
ing of the infant must also be fortuitous],—the answer to 
this follows in the following Satra. 


© When yousay that you are putting forward the case of the opening and 
closing of the lotus with a view to deny the perceptible cause,—you admit the 
presence of a perceptible cause ; and as a matter of fact, the Siddhantin also does 
point out perceptible cause. Nor can the Opponent deny the force of what is 
actually perceived; for this would involve a self-contradiction on his-part and 
also self-stultification, says the Parishuddhi; for if what is perceived cannot prove 
anything, what pointis therein citing the case of the ‘opening and closing of the 
lotus’, which also is only something that is perceived. 


+ Inasmuchfas there is this valid argument in support of the conclusion that 
the Soul is without beginning or end, no amount of mere examples can shake that 
conclusion, The inference is in the form—‘ The Soul must be without beginning er 
end,—because it is an ever incorporeal substance,—like Akasha.’ 
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Bhasya on Su. (20). 
[P. 187, L. 12 to L. 21). 
If it be held that what we mean is that the opening and 


closing of the Lotus are variations without any cause, and 
similarly the Soul’s feeling of joy and sorrow also ;—this 


CANNOT * BE RIGHT; BECAUSE AS A MATTER OF FACT, ALL 

VARIATIONS OF THINGS CONSTITUTED BY THE FIVE RUDIMEN- 

TARY SUBSTANCES ARE DUR TO SUQH CAUSES AS COLD, HEAT, 

AND THE RAINY SEASON. (Si. 20.) 

In the case of things made up of the combination + of 
the five rudimentary substances,—such as the Lotus &c.,—it 


is found that their variations appear when heat, &c., are 
present, and they do not appear when these are not present}; 


-and from this it- follows that the said variations cannot be 


without cause (fortuitous), In the same manner, the varia- 
tions of joy, sorrow &c., should follow oaly froma cause; 
they cannot appear without cause. And as a matter of fact, 
there can be no cause for these variations save the continuity 
of remembrance of what has been repeatedly gone through 
before. 


Nor will it be right to infer, on the basis of the instance 
cited (of Lotus &c.), that there must be causes for the pro- 
ducing and destroying of the Soul.§ 

eee 

© Puri Mes. A and B, andthe Bhasyachandra make this q part of the pre- 

ceding Bhasya; while Siitra Ms. D, Puri Sūtra Ms. the Nytya-s tch:nibandha and 
Vishvnātha make it part of the Sutra. 


+‘ Anugraha’ of the substances, consist in the combining together of their 
component particles—says the Bhésyachandra. 

t The Lotus opens when touched by the heat of the Sun’s rays ; it closes when 
touched by the cold of the Moon’s rays; and the Kutaja plant. fowers when the 
rainy Season is on.—Bh@syachandra. 


§ Such an inference cannot be right; as the eternality of the Sou! (and henee the 
impossibility of its being produced or destroyed) is proved by the phenomonon 
of Remembrance, which cannot be explained except on the basis of the eternality of 
Soul.— Bhasyachandra. 


The Bhagya has added this in anticipation of the following argument— You 
have proved that the variations of the Lotus, and also those of the Soul, proceed 
from a cause, and are not fortuitous; we accept that; but what do you say to this 
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From the above it is clear that Joy and Sorrow bon, 
cannot appear without a cause; and it is not possible to attri- 
bute these to any such other causes as Heat, Cold &c., (except 
the Continuity of Remembrance &c.) So that the view set 
up of the Opponent cannot be right. 

Vartika on Su. (20). 
[P. 370, L. 19 to P: 371, L. 4.) 

What the Sitra means is that the variations of open- 
ing and closing in the Lotus cannot be fortuitous. And 
hence the citing of the instance cannot bean 


Var. P. 371. p Į 
effective denial of anything at all. 


The term ‘ patizhatmakavikdranam’ (in the Sūtra) does 
not mean that the Lotus is a five-fold object ;* what it means 
is that the Lotus comes into existence when there is com- 
bination of the five rudimentary substances; and it is on this 
ground that it has been called ‘ paiichatmaka’; in reality 
there is no object that is ‘ five-fold’ (in the former sense) ; 
as we shall explain later on. 

Bhasya on Siu. (21). 
[P. 137, L. 21 to P. 138, L. 8.] 


For the following reason also the Soul should be regard- 
ed as eternal :— 


Sutra (21). 
[Tar Sous MUST BE REGARDED AS ETERNAL] BECAUSE 
OF THE DESIRE FOR MILK FROM THE MOTHER'S BREAST, 
WHICH IS EVINCED (ON BIRTH) AFTER DEATH, + AND WHICH 
CAN ONLY BE DUE TO REPEATED FEEDING (in the past).— 
(Su, 21.) 


V E O 
inference—' the Soul must be something produced and destroyed, because it undergoes 
variations,—like the Lotus’?”—This has been met by the Bhasya by pointing out that 
the citing of a mere example cannot prove anything at all, as already pointed out 
(P. 137, L. 5). 

* qaam f is the better reading. 
+ 'Prétya’—after death ; i.e., in a person who, after having died, is just born 
again. —Bhasyachandra. 
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To the infant just born we perceive a desire for the 
mother’s mills,—-the presence of such desire being indicated. 
by the child’s activities {in the shapa of the moving of its 
hands and month towards the mother’s breasts). This 
desire could not arise except from repeated experience in 
the past. “ For what reason (should this be accepted)?” 
in the case of all living persons we find that when they 
are afflicted by hunger, there appears in them desire for 
food, which desire arises from continuity of remembrance 
due to repeated experiences ie the past; now iu the case of 
the now-bern infant, the appearance of such desire cannot 
we explained except as being due bo repeated experiences 
in a previous body ;—an l from this it is inferred that the 
infant had a body previous to his present one, ia which 
body he had gone through repeated experiences of feeding 
(which has given rise to his present desire for milk), From 
all this it follows that what happens is that the Soul, having 
(at death) departed from his previous body, has become 
endowed with a new body, and on being afflicted with 
hunger, remembers his repeated feedings in the past, and 
(accordingly) desires the milk from the breast, Hence it 
cannot be true that there is a different soul to each of these 
bodies ; it is the same Soul that continues to exist, even 
after the perishiug of its former body. 


Vartika on Sti (24), 
{P. 871, L. 6 to L. 19.) 

Because of desire for milk &e.—Says the Satra. 

In the newly-born child we see certain activities ; and 
from this we infer the presence of desire for tha mother’s 
milk. Thus the desire is inferred from the activity, 
—the desire leads to the inference of remembrance of 
the past,—this remembrance leads to the inference of 
impressions,—the impressions to that of previous cogni- 
tion,—and from this cognition we infer the existencs of the 


previous body ; the argument being formally stated as before, 


“ Why should this Sūtra have been introduced, when 


is herein put forward has been already dealt with in 


Sim, B 1, HOR” 
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There is no force in this objection; as the present Stra 
explains ina more particular manner what was indicated 
only ina general way in the preceding Sūtra. * 

Sutra (22). 
[Objection|—* THE ACTION OF THE OHILD 18 ONLY 

LIKE THE MOVING OF THE IRON TO THE MAGNET.” (SH. 22). 

Bhagya@ ou Su. (22), 
EP. 188, L. 10-11.) 

“In the ease of the Iron it is found that it moves 
“towards the Magnet, even without any repeated ex- 
“perience m the past; and similarly the desire (and con- 
sequent activity) of the child for the mother’s milk may 
“come about without any repeated experience in the past 
s‘ [So that the activity of the new-born child does not 
“ necessarily prove past experience |.” 

Vartike on Si. 22. 
[P. 371, L. 10 to P. 372, L. 2] 


The present Sūtra is meant to show that mere ‘activity’ 
of the child is not an infallible indicative (of the conclusion 
that it is meant to prove). 


[The Vartika offers its own answer tothe Objection 
urged in the Sūtra 22]—There is however no force in this 
objection ; as none of the alternatives possible is admissible. 
For instance, is the drawing of the iron to the magnet due to 
some cause ? Or is it without cause ? If itis due to some cause, 
how is it known that it is so? Well, as a matter of fact it is 
found that Iron moves up to the Magnet only, and not to stone, 
and it is Iron alone, and not stone, that moves to the 
Magnet; now from this restriction in the effect (i.e, in the 
moving) it follows that there must be some restriction in 
the cause fi.e., the movement of the Iron must be due toa 
definite cause]. This reasoning does away with the view 

© In the previous Sitrawe pointed to Joy &c. only as indicating desire in 


general ; while the present Sitra, points out not only a particular form of desire, but 
Tonging.—Tatparya. 
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that the moving of the Iron is merely fortuitous. Now 
then (it being decided that the moving of the Iron is due 
Sa ey to a definite cause), is the case of the movement 
of Jron put forward with a view to deny the 
possibility of the child’s action being due to a visible cause? 
Or is it put forth to show that it is due to other causes 
{than the one to which the Siddāntin has attributed it) ? 
Or is it put forward with a view to propounding an argument 
in support of the view that the Soul is liable to being 
produced and destroyed? And to all this we would offer 
the same answer as before (Vartika, P. 370, L. 4, et. seq). 


Bhasya on Si. (28). 
[P. 138, L. 11 to P. 139, L. 4]. 


{In answer to the Opponent’s argument in the preceding 
Saira, the Siddhantin asks|]—Is this “ moving up of the 
Iron’ (that you have put forward) without any cause ? Or is it 
due to a definite cause P Without a cause 

IT CANNOT BE, BECAUSE THERE [8 NO SUCH AOTION IN ANY 

OTHER THING (EXOEPT LRoN, AND THAT TOO IN THE PROX- 

JMITY OF NO OTHER THING BXOEPT Magnets)—(St. 23). 


Tf, in the case cited, the moving up of the Iron were 
without any cause (entirely fortuitous), then it would be 
possible for stone and other things also to move up to the 
Magnet, and there would be no ground for any such res- 
triction (as that [ron alone, and no other substance, moves 
up to the Magnet). 

If, on the other hand, the moving of the drop be held 
to be due to a definite cause, then we ask 10 oror 
perceives any such ease (all ae is Peran i$ t i 
the Iron moves up to the Magnet} een Te ction 
the sole indicative of the cause of an potion: pa ea 
itself, and (consequently) any limitations SLi 
indi imi limitations in the cause. t is this tha 
ats ai absence of moving in een ee oe 
substances (than Tron).* [Hence from the imita 


p of the Iron to the Magnet placed near 


: -= the cause of the moving u 
ee ə imperceptible rays of light emanating from the 
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the Effect,—that the moving appears only in Iron, and 
nob in other substances,— we infer that there must be, and 
this restriction must be due to, some corresponding limita- 
tion in the cause of the Motion]. Now im the case of the 
child also the action {of moving the mouth &c.) is found 
to be restricted jin the sense that such actions appear in 
the child only, and that alsoonly when near its mother, 
and so forth); (all parties being agreed as to this action 
of the child being due to the desire for mother’s milk], 
the only cause that can be indicated by the child’s desire 
for the mother’s milk consists in the ‘ coaginuity of remem- 
brance due to repeated feeding in the past,’—and the 
instance cited by the Opponent (that of the moving of the 
Tron to the Magnet) cannot point to any other cause.* And 
no effect can appear unless its cause is present. Further, 
the instance t cited by the Opponent cannot set asile what 
is actually perceived (by all sentient beings) to be the causo of 
the said desire [e g., everyone perceives in his own case that 
when he sees sugar, his desire for it is due to his remembering 
its sweetness tasted by him in the past.] From all this it is 
elear that the citing of the instance of the Iron moving to 
the Magnet is entirely futile. 


[Another explanation of the expression anyatra pravrif- 
tyabhavati, in the Stitra is suggested]|—The moving of the 
Tron also is found to appear in the prowimity of no other thing ; 
that is, the fron is never found to move up 
to Stone [nor does it move up to a magnet 
far removed from it];—now, to what is this 

restriction due P Ff itis due to the limitations of its cause, 
and such limitations in the cause are indicated by the limita- 


Bhā : P. 139. 


Maguet. If this were not so, and the moving were due to something in the nature 
of the Iron itself, then every bit of Iron in the world would be constantly moving 
towards the Maguet that lies buried: under the Sea.—Bhisyachandra. 

° The printed text with its wrong punctuation, is unintelligible, ‘The passage 


should read thus— q q eR Mae A AgTaI ETT AHA TTT APT aT SETH 
MTA ; which is to be construed as follows—srereqra nad, 


aug aAa (cama faa ad) Aia gees ( wae zaraa ) 
ATÀ ( saafi, Faà ) | 


tThe case of the opening and closing of the Lotus cited under Si. 20—say» 
the Bhasyachandra. 
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tions in the action (due to th *— j 
the Child also, ae or aT Ta na ee oe 
l object (like-tle mothers Creede ae eee 
ed ob] 1¢ mother's milk, for instance), can be due 
only to some restrictions in connection with its cause ; and 
whether this cause consists in ‘the remembering of repeat- 
ed experiences of the past, or in something elsa, is settled 
by our actual experience : in our actual experience we have 
found that in the case of living beings the desire for food 
proceeds from the remembrance of past experience, 


Vartika on Su. 23. 
This Sūtra is meant to show that the child’s desire (or the 
moving of the Iron) cannot bə entirely fortuitous. 


Bhésya on St. (2 H). 
[v. 189, L. 4 to L. 1). 


For the following reason also the Soul should be regard- 
ed as eternal. “Why?” 


BROAUSE PERSONS FREE FROM LONGINGS ANKE NEVER 

FOUND O BE BORN. (Sa. 24). 

What is implied by the Sittrais that only parsons beset 
with longings are born.{ As amatter of fact, when a per- 
son is born, he is born as beset with longings ; this ‘longing ’ 
could be due only to the recalling to mind of things pre- 
viously experienced; and this ‘previous experience’ of 
things ina preceding life could not be possible without a 
body; hence what happens is that the Soul, remembering 
the things experienced (and found pleasant) by him in his 
previous body, comes to * long’ for them; this is what forms 


Erin a NN nial aS ee 

o The two Puri Mss, read gfgqrcufaaa: aaan ; which also 
gives the same sense ; but the reading of the printed text is clearer. 

+ Vishvanatha, suspecting this Satra to be a mere repetition of what has been 
said in Sā. 22, in connection with the child’s desire for milk, offers the following ex- 
planation.—In the former Sitra the child’s desire was put forward as brought about 
by the remembering of the milk having been found, in,the previous life, to be the 
means of a desired end; while what is put forward in-the present Sitra is the fact 
of the said desire being due to ‘attachment,’ a condition that is applicable, not only 
to human beings, bnt to all kinds of animals. 

{The Bhasyachandra rightly remarks that this implication is due to the two 
negatives in the Siitra—Persons without attachments are not born ; which means 
that persons that are born are only those in whom attachment is present. But 
it becomes over-refined when it goes on to explain the simple expression ‘arthat 
dpadyaté’ to mean Sarthapattyd anumiyaté.’ 
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the connecting link between his two lives; there are similar 
links between his previous life and his life preceding that 
and between that and a life preceding that, and S on 
and on (to infinity) ;—which shows that the connection of 
the Soul with bodies has been without beginning; and with- 
out beginning has also been his connection with longings ; and 
from this (beginningless series of attachments and consequent 
bodies) it follows that the Soul is eternal, 


Vartika on St. 24. 
[P. 372, L. 6 to L. 18). 

The Soul must be eternal, because persons free from 
longings are never found to be born—says the Sūtra, At the 
moment thata person is born, he is not found to be born 
without longings; and because persons free from longings 
are not born, it follows that they are born beset with attach- 
ments. What is meant by ‘ birth’ we haye already explained, 

‘« What follows from the fact put forward in the Sūtra P” 

Longing is brought about by the recalling of previously 
experienced things; and no ‘longing’ is possible unless the 
Sense-organs are capable of apprehending their objects ; and 
no ‘recalling of things previously experienced’ is possible 
without remembrance. 


Bhasya on Sū. 25. 
[P. 139, L. 11 to L. 14]. 


[The Opponent~asks]—‘‘ How do you know that the 
“Longing of the new-born child arises from the recalling 
“« of previously experienced things, and not 

THAT IT IS PRODUCED IN THE SAME MANNER 
Ag SUBSTANCES AND THEIR QUALITIES P” (Si, 25). 


« In the case of ordinary substances that are capable of 
“being produced, their qualities are found to be produced 
“by certain causes (in the shape of fire-contact and tho 
‘like),—in the same manner, in the case of the Soul, which 
“is capable of being produced, its quality in the form of 
« Longing may be produced by certain causes (in the shape of 


* Vishvanatha explains this Sūtra somewhat differently : ‘Just as an ordinary 
substance, like the Jar, is produced along with certain qualities ; so is the Soul also 
Lorn, as along with the quality of attachinent. ’ 
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The assertion put forward ( 


me in the present Sūtra) i l 
a repetition of what has alread p titra) is only 


y been said before. è 
Vartika on Si. 25. 
(P. 878, Li. 1.2 
This Stitra is meant to show that the facts adduced by 


the Siddhantin do not necessarily prove the desired conclu- 
sion. 


This contention however has no force; as the answer 
to it has already been given. 


Satra (26). 
[Answer]—Ir is Nor so; Because Lonaina (ano 
AVERSION) ARE DUE TO ANTICIPATION. (St. 26). 


Bhasya on Su. (26). 
[P. 140, L. 2 to È. 13]. 


The Soul’s longing cannot be said to be produced in the 

same manner as Substances and their Qualities.—* Why ?’— 

Because Attachment and Aversion are due to anticipation. 

A As a matter of fact, in the case of living beings experiencing 
pleasures and pains from objects, Longing is found to arise 

from anticipation or conviction [that such and such an object is 

the source of pleasure, or of pain] ;—this ‘ anticipation ’ arises 

from the recalling to Mind of previously experienced objects ; 

—and from this fact it is inferred that in the case of the new- 

born child also, the Longing must arise from the recalling to 

Mind of the previously experienced object.t On the other 

hand, for tpersons who hold the view that the Soul is produced 

| (or brought into existence anew, ateach birth), the appearance 


of Longing must be explained as proceeding from a cause 
Cece ee eee ee 


©The argument here urged is the same as that urged in Sūțra 22; there the 
argument was based upon the instance of the Iron and Magnet ; and in the present 
Sūtra, it is based upon the example of such ordinary things asthe Jar and the 
e 1 : 
like. j 
‘What the Bhasya means by this remark is that the answer to this argument 
i : i. 22’—Tatparya. 
is also the same as that offered to Si. 22 '— fa! ee Se 
} + The child recalls to mind the fact that the mother’s milk was a source of 
i ing for it, 
pleasure ; and hence his longing ae 
$ In place of seereararfuncard, rend HATTA RTA He is p 
Di reading of the two Puri Mss ; and also of the Bhdsyachandra, which explains the wor 


BRA: AARTI Ta: INA Rat RTLA. 
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other than the said ‘anticipation’ [as no such anticipation 


i from past experience is possible under this theory];—jnst 


as the coming into existence of substances and their qualities 
[which is due ,to causes other than ‘anticipation’]. Asa 
matter of fact however, it is not yet proved that the Soul is 


actually produced ;* nor do we find any other cause for‘ Long- 


ing, than the said ‘anticipation.’ [rom all this it follows 
that it is not right to say that—‘the coming into existence 
of the Soul and its Longing is like the coming into existence 
of Substances and their Qualities,” 


Some people explain the appearance of ‘Longing’ as 
being due to a cause entirely different from ‘anticipation, 
—such cause, according to them, being in the form of the 
‘Unseen Force’ consisting of ‘ Merit—Demerit.’ But even so 
(under this theory also) the Soul’s connection with a previous 
body cannot be denied. For the said ‘Unseen Force ’ (of 
< Merit— Demerit’) could have accrued to the Soul only during 
its connection with a previous body, not during its present 
lfet Asa matter of fact however, t itis well known that 
Longing proceeds from complete absorption in the thing; and 
this ‘absorption’ is no other than the repeated experiencing 
of the object, which leads to the convietion or anticipation 
(that such and such a thing is the source of pleasure). What 

articular kind of Longings will appear in a new-born Soul 
will depend upon the peculiarities of the particular kind of 
body into which itis born;§ what determines the special 
kind of body in which the Soul is born is his past ‘Karma’ 
(good or bad acts of the past); and the personality comes 
2 O 


"© The printed text wrongly puts a stop after ARAR: 
+ As in the present life the new-born person has done no acts that could bring 
to him Dharma or Adhurma. 
$ The autbor cites here a popular saying.—Bhdsyachandra. 
3 § This has been added in view of the following objection :—“ I£ the Longinga 
in the new-born child are the result of the remembrance of past experiences, then this 


would mean that, even in a case where a Soul, that occupied a human body in its 
past life, happens to be born in an elephant’s body, the desires of this elephant cub 


_ would be for such things as are sought after by human beings.” The anewer to 


‘this is that the character of the child's longings depend upon that of the body 


F occupied by him at the time; and the longings in the elephant cub would be those in 


£ accordance with the experiences gone through by that Soul in some remote previous 
gg 3 


life in an elepliant’s body.—Tatparya. 
} See = Nyaya Vol. TIT. 104. 
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to be known by the particular name (of an animal) by reason 
of the peculiar body with which it is equipped at the time.* 
From all this it is clear that it is not possible for the said 


eS "to be due to any other cause, except ‘ anticipa- 
ion. 


: 


Vartika on Sti. 26. 2 
[P. 373 L. 4 to L. 7, also P. $72, Li. 11-18]. 


The Opponent’s contention is not right; as Longing arises 
From anticipation, ‘ Anticipation’ ‘stands here for the wish 
that ono entertains for previously experienced things. 


-“ Tho Longing may ba due to an Unseen Force.’ Te 
you mean by this that— Longing does not necessarily imply 
previous connection with a body, as it may be due entirely 
to an Unseen Force,’—this cannot be regarded as an effective 
answer ; it shows that you have not understood the meaning 
of the Sūtra: the Sūtra does not mean that connection with a 
previous body is the only cause (of Longing); all that is meant 
is that the Soul’s previous connection with a body is proved 
(by the presence of Longing) ; and certainly this is not denied 
when you assert that ‘Longing arises from an Unseen 
Force;’} sv that what you have urged is nothing. 


Longing proceeds from complele absorption in the thing §c. 
—says the Bhasya. The Body comes to be known as the 


ity i 7 op x h 
° Tho new-born personality is known as ‘man’ or ‘elephant,’ not because the 


Soul is man or elephant, but because the Soul happens to be equipped with a human 
or anelephantine body. This meaning, in the case of Jearnéd -meu, is figurative; 


while in the case of ignorant people, it is a misconception — Bhasyachandra. 


The Vartika reads COGI aeqeatart which means that -tho Body comes 
to be known a the ‘ person’ because it serves the purposes of the Soul, _ x 


as Ll. 11-18 on P. 372 of the Bib. Ind. Edition clearly 
forms part of the explanation of Sutra 26; though the Beniarés Edition also puts ee 
fires nai Si. 25, as in the Bib. Ind. Edition. We have however theaght it right to “k 
% 7 7 -+ 


restore-them to their proper place, under Su. 26. ; $ %, 5 ri 2 = 
i i it this. T tion of the Urseen Forco — 
+ As the Siddhantin also will admit this; The opera a of i NF a 
: ati any way inconsistent with ‘the view, that the Soul had several b A 
isn a a 


+ The matter appearing 


> 
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person, because it serves the purpose of the Soul; * Just as 
the reeds (that go to make up the Mat, are called ‘ Mat’ ): 


What has been said before in regard to the Soul being 
endowed with—a previous budy, previous experience, remem- 
brance and anticipation + may be brought in here also. 


Section (8). 

The Exact Nature of the Body. 
[Siitras 27—29]t 
Bhasys on St. 27. 

[P. 140, L. 13 to P. 141, L. 6). 


It has been explained that the connection of the intei- 
gent Soul with the Body is without beginning ; this Body has 
its source in the acts done by the Personality, and becomes 
the receptacle§ of pleasure and pain. In regard to this Body, 
we proceed to examine whether, like the Olfactory and other 
organs, it is composed of a single substance, or of several 
substances. “Why should there be ary doubt on this 
point P” The doubt arises from difference of opinion as 


© Though the Bhasya in all Mss. reads maruga, both editions of the 
Vartika read areeaiq &c. 


tT‘ Anticipation’ indicates ‘ romembrance,’—‘ remembrance ’ indicates ‘ previous 
experience, —‘ previous experience indicates ‘ previous body.’ 

$ The Purishuddhi mentions Sbri-vasta as raising the question why this section 
does not form part of the foregoing section,—inasmuch as this also explains the 
difference of the Soul fromthe Body. The answer given by the Parishuddhi is 
that it is necessary to have the ‘detailed examination’ of everything that has 
been ‘mentioned ; ond since tlie distinction of the Soul from the Body has been 
already explained in the previous section, it now behoves ug to examine in detail 
the exact nature of the Body. ‘lie real motive for this procedure has been ex- 
plained by the 7@tparya, which points out that when one knows the exact nature 
of the Body and its appurtenances, he loses all regard for it, and hence acquires the 
necessary degree of dispassion, which is necessary for Release. 


§The Body is the ‘receptacle’ of pleasure and pain only in the sense that 
they serve the purpose of qualifying and differentiating it;it is the Soul that is the 
actual ‘receptacle’ of pleasure and pain; asa ‘receptacle’ of a thing, in the 
proper sense of the term, must be such as forms its substratum, that in which tho 
thing subsists by inherence ; (and not merely the container.) —Bhasyachandva. 


Nyaya Vol. TII. 106, 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


Se A 


Buksya—Vartina, 3-1-27 | 101 


well # (as from the presence of diverse properties); people 
have held the Earth and other material e to ie the 
components of the Body, in varying numbers;+ and tho 
question naturally arises—what is the real truth? [The 
answer is supplied by the next Safra|]— 


Tare Bopy MUST BE REGARDED AS COMPOSED OF THE 
EARTH ; BECAUSE WE FIND IN IT THE PECULIAR QUALITY 
(or Earti).f—(St. 27). 


The human body must be regarded as composed of Barth ; 
—Why P-—because we find in it the peculiar quality of Barth, 
The Earth is endowed with Odour, and so is also the Body; 
—and inasmuch as Water aud the other material substances 
are odourless, if the Body were composed of them it would 
be without odour. But as a matter of fact, the Body could 
not form the receptacle of the Soul’s activities, if it were 
built up of the Earth only, without being mixed with Water, 
&c.; hence the Body should be regarded as being built up 


© Both Puri manuscripts have a ‘cha’ here, aud the Bhasyachandra remarks 
that this ‘cha,’ ‘also,’ is meant to include the ‘presence of diverse properties,’ 
which is one of the principal sources of doubt (vide—Si. 1. 1. 23). 


+ Some philosophers regard the Body as composed of a single material sub- - 


stance ; others of two, others again, of three, others of four, and others of five 
substances.—Bhdsyachandra. 


{The Parishuddhi reads ‘ tadiyabishésagunopalaibdhéh,' which, not being found 
inany manuscript, we takeas the paraphrase of the phrase ‘ gundntarropalabdhéh.’ 
This ‘peculiar quality’ of the Barthis ‘ Odour’—says the Bhdsyachandra, which 
is in keeping with the Parishuddhi ; it isonly Odour that forms the ‘peculiar 
quality’ of Earth, But Vishvanatha would include all such qualities as dark colour, 
solidity and so forth, 


The Parishuddhi raises the question—In reality the Body is the receptacle 
of the activities of the Soul; and it is on the basis of this character that its 
examination ehould proceed ; what bearing has the composition of the Body got 
on its examination ? What does it matter whether the Body is composed of arth 
orof Water? The answer given is that when it becomes ascertained that the 
Body is composed entirely of material substances, it becomes comparatively easy 
to prove that intelligence cannot belong toit ; fron which it would too that 
—(a) it isthe receptacle of the activities of which the contact of the existing 
Soul is the non-constituent cause, —(b) that it is the substratum of the Sense- 
organs, the developments whereof are due to the gegelcrmén of the Body 
under the influence of food and drink,—and (c) that it forms the receptacle of 


tho experiences of the Soul related to the Body. 
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Gy. St ` 5 
by the mixture of all the five material substances; The Siitra 
does not deny the mutual contact or mixture (in the Body) 
of the five substances.* 


Bodies composed of Water, Fire and Air are found in 
other regions ; f and in these also the presence (by contact) 
of the several material substances is in accordance with tho 
character of the experiences to be undergone by the person- 
ality ensonling a particular body. Inthe case of all such 
ordinary things as the Dish and the like, it is found withous 
the least doubt, that they are not built up wishont the con- 
tact of Water and other substanees.? 


Vartika on St. 27. 
EP. 873, L. 8 to L, 18}. 


Tho Soul having been described, it is now the turn of the 
Body, which the Sutra now proceeds to examine; or (as the 
Bhasya says) the Body is next examined, because the connec- 
tion of the Soul with the Body is without beginning ; and when 
the Body has been examined, the treatment of tle Soul will 
be completed. What has got to be examined in regard to 


e The Siddhanta says that the Body is composed of, constiinted by, the Barth 
only ; the Earth alone forms its component cause; thongh the presence, by 
contact, of the other four substances also is necessary in its formation ; but 
this does not make these four the constituent cause of the Body. The Jar has 
for its component cause, only the Clay ; and yet the presence of water is neces- 
sary. The Bhasyachandra takes the term ‘ bhitasamyoga’ asa ‘karmadharaya’ 
compound, meaning ‘ well-recognised presence,’ the meaning being—‘ the mere pre- 
sence by coutactof the other four, which (contact) is duly recognised (bhuta), 
cannot be denied ’—the Bhaésyachandra explaining ‘nisiddhah’ as ‘niscddhum 
shakyah.’ 


f The aqueous body is found in the regions of Varuna ; the fiery body in 
the regions of the Sun, and the aerial body in the regions of Vayu. Akdsha does 
not form the component of any body ; hence there is no Akashic or ethereal 
body,—according to the Nyaya. 


+The Bhasyuchandra, along with nearly all manuscripts, reads nihsamshayah: 
but nihsamshaya, appears to be the right reading. The only way of construing the 
form ‘nihsamshayah’ is to take it, as tho Bhésyachandra does, along with 
‘thatasamyogah’ of the preceding sentence ; otherwise (if we do not read 
mihsamshyayat, and take it as qualifying *nispaftih’), the only form that could 
be admitted would be nihsamshayam. - 
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the Body is—whether like the Olfactory and other organs, 
it 1s composed. of a single substance, or of several substances ; 
there is doubt on this point, because of the diversity of 
opinions that have been held ; on this question we have heard 
of several opinions ; and the real truth is that—the human 
body is composed of Earth. 


“ Why docs the Bhagya add the qualifying term ‘hu- 
man’ ?” 


Since the Bodies in other regions are not made of Earth, 
it is only right that the qualification should be added. 


[The human body should bo regarded as composed of 
Earth] because it has Odour,—like the Atom (of Earth). In 
the caso of the Atom we find that having Odour, it is of one 
uniform nature ; and finding that the Body also has Odour, 
we infer that the Body also should be of one uniform nature, 
of one kind, (i.e, composed of a single substance), As a 
maller of fact the Body could not form the receptacle of the 
Soul’s activities if it were built up of the Marth only, without 
being mived with water, §c.; and this mero mixture of several 
substances is not denied by us. 


Satra 28 (A, B, C.). 


(A)— Tue Bony Is MADE UP oF Barti, Water 
AND Fire, BEOAUSE WE FIND IN IT THE DISTINCTIVE 
; N ‘py y g ml”? 

QUALITIES OF THESE, [i.e., ODOUR, VisciDITY AND Hear}. 


(B)—“ Iv Is MADE UP OF FouR SUBSTANCES (Havin, 
Warer, FIRE AND AIR), BECAUSE WE FIND IN IT IN-BREANT- 
ING AND OUT-BREATHING (IN ADDITION TO THE AFORESAID 


QUALITIES or EartH, &0.) 
(C)—“Ir 1s MADE UP FIVE sonstances, EARTH, 
Warer, Fire, AIR AND AXKASHA, BECAUSE WE FIND IN IT 
Opour (or Earth) Humpity (OF Water), HEAT (oF Fire), 
Nyaya Vol. III, 109. 
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BREATHING (OR CIRCULATION OF THE JUICES) (OF AIR) AND 
oavirigs (oF AKASHA). ”* 


Bhasya on Sūtra 28 (A, B and C). 
[P. 141, L. 8 to L. 12]. 


_ The reasons put forward in these Sūtras being inconclus- 
ive, the Author of the Sūtra has taken no notice of them 
[i.e., he has not taken the trouble to refute them], 


Question :—In what way are they inconclusive ? ” 


Answer :—As a matter of fact, the presence of the quali- 
ties of material substances in any object may be due, either 
to the fact of those substances forming the constituents 
of that object, or to the fact that the mere presence by 
contact of these substances in any object is possible—(a) 
when those substances form the constituents of that object, 
and also (b) when they do not form the constituents, and 
are only present in it by contact; which presence is not 
denied (by any party);—for example in the case of the 
Dish we find that Water, Air, Fire and Akasha are all present 
by contact [even though the dish is composed of Earth only, 
and not of these four]. [Thus it being found that the 
mere fact of the qualities of a certain material substance 
being found in the Body does not necessarily prove that 
the Body is actually composed of that substance,—the 
reasons put forward inthe three Sittras must be regarded 
as inconclusive), 


If the human body were composed of several substances, 
then, by reason of the peculiar character of its (multiple) 
constitution, it would be without odour, without taste, - with- 
out colour and without touch.t As a matter of fact however, 
the Body is not so (without Odour &c.). Hence the conclus- 
ion is that if should be regarded as composed of arth, 
because we find in it the peculiar quality of Barth. 


© All these three are Sirus. They are fouud in the Nytyasachinibandha, 
and also in the Puri Sitra manuscript. Vishvandtha and the Bhasyachandra both 
explain them as propounding the different opinions in regard to the composition 
of the human body. The edition o£ the printed text has been misled by the fact that 
these opinions have not been refuted by the Sūtra. But this omission has been 
satisfactorily explained by the Lhasya, which says that the Author of the Sutra 
has taken no notice of these views, because tho reasons put forward by them are 
of doubtful validity. 


F This has been explained iu detail by the Vartika ; see below. 
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Vartike on Sūtra (28, A, Band ©). 
[P. 873, L. 19 to P. 375, L. 3J. 


What has been said abovo disposes of the three views 
that—{A) “the body is made up of Earth, Water and Fire,” 
tery (B) “it is made up of Barth, Water, Fire and 

Air,” and (C) “it is made up of Earth, Water, 
Fire, Air and Akasha;”—because as a matter of fact, 
the qualities perceived are those of substances that are 
simply present in the Body by contact. 


If the human body were composed of several substances, 
then by reason of the peculiar character of its constitution, 
it would be without odour, without taste, without colour and 
without touch,—says the Bhasya (P. 141, Lil, 10-12). 


The explanation of this passage is as follows :—An 
object composed of Earth and Water would be without 
odour, because the odour subsisting in the single constituent 
atom could not produce odour in the product.* Similarly 
an object composed of Barth and Fire would be without 
odour and without taste; becauss the odour and taste of. 
the single component atoms could not be productive of any- 
thing ;—an object composed of Earth and Air would be with- 
out odour, taste and colour; because Air is odourless ;—an 
object composed of Earth and Akasha would be without 
odour, taste, colour and touch; because Akasha is devoid of 
these. ‘The principle underlying all these cases is the 
same,—that the quality of any single component cannot 
be productive of any effect. An object composed of Water 


‘and Fire would be odourless and tasteless ;—that composed 


———— 


REET eee e NT . 
©The Latparya supplies the following explavation :—ln ae vee 
single Diad (Bi-atom) could be produced out of one pee a eae ee 
atom; and even if such a Diad could be produced, it could no ene ie 
odour ; because in the Diad there would be a single edonrousistonty na i 
and a single atom cannot produce any effect ;—and the Diad being odourless, a 
subsequent products would be devoid of odour. 
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of Water and Air would bo odourless, tasteless and colour- 
less ;—that composed of Water and A47%sha would be odour- 
less, tasteless, colourless and touchless ;—that com posed of 
Fire and Air would be odourless, tasteless and colourless; ~ 
that composed of Fire and Akāsha would be odourless, taste- 
loss, colourless and touchless ;—similarly also that composed 
of Air and Akasha;as also that composed of Earth, Water 
and Fire,—of Earth, Water and Air, —of Earth, Water and 
Akāsha ;—that composed of Earth, Air and Fire would be 
odourless aud tasteless; so also that composed of Earth, 
Air and Akasha ;—that composed of Hirth, Air and 4kāsha 
would be odourless, tasteless and colourless ;—that composed 
of Earth, Air and Afasha would be odourless and tasteless ; 
so also that composed of Water, Fire and Åkāsku ;—that 
composed of Water, Air and Akasha would be odourless, 
tasteless and colourless ;—so also that composed vf Firo, Air 
aud Akasha ; that composed of Earth, Water, Fire, and Air 
would be odourless ; so also that composed of Earth, Water, 
Firo and Akasha, and that composed of Earth, Water and 
Aldsha;—that composed of Barth, Air, Fire and Akasha 
would be odourless and colourless;—so also that composed 
of Water, Air, Fire and Asasha ;—that composed of Earth, 
Water, Fire and Air would bo odourless; forthe simple 
reason that the quality of any single constituent is incap- 
able of producing any effect. 

If any single component (atom) were the productive 
cause of anything, then there would be either constant 
production, or constant non-production,—and the product 
would be eternal; as we have already explained above. * 


° Asingleatom being by itself sufficient to produce its effect, and it being 
eternal, it would go on, without ceasing, producing its effect ; [or if it were nor 
active, then the effect would never be produced] ;—and the destruction of an 
effect can be brought about either by the destruction of the constituent cause, or 
by the disruption of its several components; and in the event of a single atom 
being the cause, neither of these contingencies would be possible ; being eternal, it 
cannot be destroyed ; and being'single, there can be no disruption of components ; so 
that the product would be indestructible, cternal.—Tatparya. 
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Satra (29). 
ALSO BECAUSE OF THE AUTHORITY OF SORIPTURR. 
(Si. 29.) 
Bhasya on Sa. (29). 
[P. 141, L. 14 to P. 142, L. 2.] 

In the mantra*— May thy Eye go to the Sun’ (Rigveda, 
10-16-3), we findt the words—‘Muy thy body go to the 
Earth’; and what is referred to here is the absorption of 
the product (the Body) into its constituent element. Again, 
we find another mentra (recited in the course of the rites 
of consecration performed in connection with child-concep- 
tion) beginning with the words—‘I create thy Eye out of 
the Sun’—and going on to say—‘I create thy Body out 
of the Earth’ (Sh utapatha-Brahmana, 11-8-4-6); and what is 
referred to is only the production of the product (Body) out of 
its constituent element, In the case of the Dish and such 
other things, we find that one product is produced out of one 
kind of constituents; and from this we infer that it is not 
possible for any single product to be produced out of several 
heterugeneous constituents. 

Varli¢a on Su. (29). 
[P. 375, L. 5 to L. 124 


Also because of the authority of scriplure—says the 
Sutra. Atthe ond of the mantra—I create thy Hye out 
of the Sua,’—we find the words—‘I create thy Body out 
of the Earth’; and what is meant by this ‘creation’ 
is the production of the Effect from its cause; the meaning 
being that the Sun is the constituent cause of the Hye and 
the Earth is the constituent cause of the Body. Similarly 
at the time of the after-death rite, the mantra recited 
is—‘may thy Eye go to the SUN, eo -sese MAY thy Body 
go to the Harth ’. and the meaning of this mantra also is 
that everything becomes absorbed into that out which it 
was produced ; that is, the Product becomes absorbed in its 
constituent cause. What is meant by ‘absorption’ here 


This mantra is recited over the dead body, 


in course of its consecration 


by fire. s 
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is that the cause is reduced to a condition wherein the pro- 
duct has ceased to exist,—and not that the product merges 
into the Cause; so that the theory referred to (in the mantras 
quoted) is that before it is produced the Produse is nou- 
existent, and that having come into existence, it is des- 
troyed. [And they do not support the Saakhya view that 


even before it comes into existence the Product has existed 
in a latent form, &c. &ec.] 


Section (7). 
[Sitras 30-440], 
The Sense-organs and their Material Character. 
Bhasya on St. (80). 

In accordance with the order in which the ‘ Objects of 

:- Cognition’ have been mentioned, itis now the tura of the 
Sense-organs to be examined ; and in regard to the Sense-or- 
gans we are going to consider whether they are the modifica- 
tions of Primordial Matter (as held by the Sdnkhyas), or they 


are made up of elemental substances ( Earth &c.)* 
“ Whence does this doubt arise ? ” 


[We have the answer in the following Stitra]— 
Sūtra (30). 
THIS DOUBT ARISES FROM THE FACT THAT THERE IS 


PERCEPTION (WITA THE Eys) WHEN TAs PUPIL 18 THERE, 


AND THERE IS PEROEPTION ALSO WHEN THERE IS NO CONTACT 
WITH THE Purit. (Sit. 30.) 


© It is interesting tonote that while the Bhāsya confines the discussion between 
the Sankhya and the Naiyayika, the Tétparya brings ia bere the controversy between 
the Naiyayika andthe Bauddha who holds that the organ is nothing apart from 
the outer physical body;i.e., the Visual-organ consists only of the Pupil, and not of 
a Luminous Substance underlying the Pupil, as the Naiyaika holds. The 7a@tparya also 
adds that according to the Saakhya also, the Sense-organ is not exactly a ‘modification 
of Primordial Matter’ itself; but it ie the direct product of ‘ Ahkankéra,’ ‘ Egoity,’ 
which is the product of Budghi, which is the direct product of Primordial Matter. 
Even 60, inasmuch as Primordial Matter is the root-cause of all manifasted things, it 


ia quite right to say that according to the Sankhya, the Sense-organs are ‘ modifica- 
tious of Primordial Matter.’ 
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On one hand it is found that there is perception of colour 
only when the Pupil, which is a physical organ made up 
of elemental substances, remains intact, and there is no per- 
ception when the Pupil is destroyed [which would indicate 
that the Visual-organ consists of the Pupil only, which is 
made up of elemental substances]; while.on the other hand, 
it is also found that when an object is before the observer, 
there is perception of it, without its coming into direct 
contact with the Pupil, and it is not necessary for it to come 
into any such contact with the Pupil; and certainly Sense- 
organs cannot operate effectively without getting at, coming 
into direct contact with, the object perceived ; and in reality 
this latter fact (of an object being seen without coming into 
contact with the Pupil) can be explained only on the basis of 
the theory that the Organ is not made up of elemental sub- 
stances and is all-pervading in its character [and it does nob 
conaist of the Pupil].* So that both characters being found 
to belong to the Organ, the aforesaid doubt arises. 


Vartika on Si. (30). 
[P. 875, L. 18 to P. 276, L. 10}. 


In accordance with the order g6.—says the Bhasya. The 
question at issue igs—whether the Sense-organs are modifica- 
tions of Primordial Matter, — i.e., products of Ahankara,— 
or they are made of elemental substances. The Sūtra serves 
the purpose of explaining the cause that gives rise to this doubt. 
The Pupil is made up of elemental substances, and it is found 


that there is perception of things while the Pupil remains 


intact ; and also that there is perception of a thing which is 
in front of the Pupil, though not actually in contact with 


it ;—now this character of bringing about the perception of 
only if it be the product of 


o The organ can be all-pervading in character 
Ahankara, which being all-pervading in its character, its products are also such, and 
hence unimpeded by anything, can come into contact with anything and everything; 
so that even though the object is not in physical contact with the physical Eye-pupil, 
it would not matter; as the Visual-organ, being all-pervading im its character, 
would be in contact with it all the samne; and hence render it perceptible. lf, on 
the other hand, the Visnal-organ were made up of Elemental Substances, it could not 
get at things behind any physical obstruction whatsoever, even in the shape of 


transparout things. —Té tparya 
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things without actual contact can belong to only such an 


organ as is not made up of elemental sabetances’ Thus then 


“ahr acon both characters being found in regard to the 
Visual- -organ, there arises a doubt. 


[The Bauddha view is as follows]—* The Visual- -organ 
“consists in the Pupil; as it is only when this physical pupil 
“ is thera that there is perception of Colour; that is, as a 
“matter of fact, there is perception of Colour only when the 
“ Pupil is there, and there is no perception of Colour in the 
“ absence of the Pupil; and as a rule a phenomenon must be 
“attributed to (be regarded as belonging to) that in whose 
“ presence it comes about and in whose absence it does not 
come about; as we find in the case of Colour and other 

“ properties being attributed to only such substances as are 
“ products.” 


This view is not right; as the premiss upon which it is 
based is invalidated by such instances as those of the Lamp 
and the like; that is to say,. it is found that the perception 
of Colour comes about when the Lamp is there,—and yet 
this perception is not attributed to the Lamp; so that the 
general premiss stated (by the Bauddha) is invalidated. 
Farther, for one who holds the view that the Visual-organ 
organ consists only of the Pupil, there should be eqnal 
perception of near as well as remote things; that is to say, 
the Pupil never gets at (comes into direct contact with) the 
things perceived,—and inasmuch as this absenc? of contact 
could be equally present in the same degree in the case of 
both near and remote things, the perception of both should 
be of the same kind and degree. “But there would be 
difference due to perceptibility.” If you mean by, this that 
—‘“while the near object is perceptible by the Pupil, the 
remote object is not so, and hence there would be'a differ- 
ence in the perception of the two things,”—this is not 
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right ; as it has been already refuted before, under the Sūtra 
(1, 1, 4) embodying the definition of Sense-perception. 


Bhasya on St. (31). 
[P. 142, L. 8 to L. 13.] 


Uin refutation of the above-mentioned Bauddha-theory that 
the Visual Organ consists in the Pupil only], the Sażkhya 
asserts as follows :— k 


mm 
“The Sense-organs are not made up of Elemental Sub- 
stances ;—‘* Why ?— i 
BECAUSE THERE ÌS PERCEPTION OF LARGE AND SMALL 
THINGS.’ —(St. 31). 


“The term ‘large’ includes also the larger and the larg- 
“ est; and what is meant is that as a matter of fact, all things 
“of various degrees of magnitude are perceived; e.g, the 
“ (large) Banyan tree, as also the (larger) mountain, and so 
« forth;—similarly the term ‘small’ includes also the smaller 
“and the smallest; and the meaning is that as a matter of 
“ fact things of various degrees of smallness are perceived ; 
“such as the Banyan-seed and so forth. This fact of both 
“ kinds of things being perceived sets aside the possibility of 
“the Sense-organs being made up of Elemental Substances ; 
“aga matter of fact, that which is made up of Elemental 
“« Substances can pervade over and operate upon) only such 
“ things as are of the same magnitude as itself; while that 
“a which is not so made up is all-pervading, and as such can 
* operate upon all things (of all magnitudes).”* 


Vartika on Su. (31). 
[P. 576, L. 11 to P, 379, L. 1.J 
Others (the Sankhyas) have held the following theory :— 
The Sense-organs are not made up of Blemental Substan- 
“ ces,—hecause there is perception of large and small things 


EE e a o PA 
©The Siñùkhya argument is thus stated by Vishnanagha :—The Physical 


Bye-ball cannot be the organ of vision ; for ÌE it were, then it would mean that 
the organ is operative without getting at the Object ; which is open to objection. 
Then, it might be held that if the Eye-ball is not the organ, it is something else 
made up of Elemental Substances which is the organ ;—but this also would not 
be right ; ag the organ of vision apprehends things of large as well as small 
magnitudes ; which would not be possible, if it were made up of Elemental 
Substances, 
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“(Si.). The term ‘large’ includes $c. §2., says the Bhasya. 
“ This fact of perception by the Visual Organ sets aside the 
“view that the orzan is made up of Hlemontal Substances ; 
“fora thing made up of Blemantal Substances can opan 
“ upon only such things as are of the same magnitudo as itself ; 
‘while what is not made up of Elemental Substances is all- 
“ pervading, and is connected with all things.” 


[Tho Martika offers the following criticisms against the 
Sirkhya view and the argument urged in its support, in the 
Sūtra, 31.J— 


The argument put forward cannot be ascapted, as what 
has been urged is found also in the case of such things as the 
Lump and the like, which are (admittedly) made up of Ele- 
mental Substances; the Lamp and several other things, 
which are made up Elemental Substances, are found to illumi- 
nate (render cognisable) ‘large and small things ’; so that the 
premiss (put forward by the Sarkhya, that ‘ what brings 
abont the perception of large and small things cannot be 
made up of Elemental Substances) cannot be true. If the 
fact of the Limp, &c., being so illuminative be not admitted 
(by the Sazkhyx), then, in that case, inasmuch a3 the Visual 
organ would be the only thing to which the character of render- 
ing perceptible large and small things would belong (accord- 
ing to the Sa%khyx), the premiss put forward would be falla- 
cious, as being foo spzeifit,—the said character being one 
that is precluded from both kinds of things—those mide up 
of Elemental Substances and those not so mide up.* ‘ But 
Cognition is actually found to be such a thing as is illumina- 
tive of large and small things, and it is not made up of Ele- 


ED 

o [f the said character belongs to the Visual organ ouly, then there can be 

no corroborative instance either way; i.e, no other thing—either made up of 

Elemental substances, or not so made up—could be cited as possessing that 

character ; so that the said character of the Visual organ could not prove either 
that it is made upof Elemental Sibstances orthat it is not so nade up. 
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mental Substances.” Certainly, no such thing is found; 
vir Poi) SE matter of fact, Cognition does not illumine 

large and small things; Cognition is illumina. 
live itself, and not illuminator ; what Cognition does bring 
about are only the ideas of abandoning, acquiring or ignoring 
the thing that has been cognised [and certainly these ideas 
ave neither ‘large’ not ‘small J. So that there is nob a 
single thing which, being not made up Blemental Substances, 
is the illuminator of large and small things. 


“ But there is the Mind.” 


True; but Mind is neither made up Elemental Substances, 
nor nol so made up. 


The same applies to the Soul also, which is neither made 
up of Elemental Substances, nor not.so made up. 

“Tf the Mind is not something not made of Elemental 
Substances, then what you have said before, regarding the 
Sense-orgaus being made up of Elemental Substances and the 


-Mind being not so made up, becomes discarded.” 


Certainly not ; for ‘ not made up Elemental Substances’ is 
synonymous with ‘ not of the nature of Elemental Substance i 
what is meant by saying that ‘ Mind is not made up 
of Elemental Substances’ is that Mind is not of the nature 
of Elemental Substance ; in reality the Mind is neither ‘made 
up of Elemental Substances,’ nor ‘not made up of Elemental 
Substances.’ « This does not help you; for the same may 
be said in regard to the Sense-organs also ; that is to say, 
what is meant by the Jense-orgaus being called ‘not made 
up of Elemental Substances’ is that they are ‘not of the 
nature of Elemental Substance ’.” {Our answer to tbis is 
that] the person (i.e. the Sankh ya) who regards the Sense- 
organ as ‘not made up of Elemental Substances ’ and as ‘ alle 
pervading’ should be asked the following question :—Why 
is there no perception of this hidden by obstructions ? “What 
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is the purport of this question ?” Well, (what is meant is 
that) if the Sense-organ is all-pervading, the wall or any 
such obstruction can have uo power of obstructing it. 
‘What is obstructed is the Fritti (organic functioning) of the 
Sense-organ.” Ifyou mean by this that—“ while it is true 
that the Sense-organ itself is all-pervading, what is obstruct- 
ed by the wall and such obstructions are the organic func- 
tionings which go forth from the Sense-organ when it is 
moved by the causes that tend to accomplish the purpose 
of the person concerned, just as bubbles go forth out of a 
vast lake,” —then our answer is that this explanation cannot 
be accepted; as there is no proof for the existence of any 
‘Sense-organ’ apart from the said ‘functionings °; as a mat- 
ter of fact there “ho proof for the existence of any ‘ Sense- 
organ’ apart from the <‘ functioning,’ which is what brings 
about the apprehension of things ; and until there is som) 
proof for such a thing, it cannot be accepted. And, on the 
other hand, that, (i.e. the Sense-organ)’ which is not obs- 
tructet (by obstructions) and that (i.e. the functioning ’) 
which is obstructed cannot be one and the same ; if they were 
the same, then there would be no sense in saying that “ it is 
the sama ‘functioning’ which goes forth (from the Sense- 
organ) and is obstructed.” Further, if both were the same, 
then (like the functioning) the Sense-organ would be liable 
to production and destruction; i.e., if the Sense-organ 
be not something different from the functioning then, just as 
there are production and destruction of the Functioning so 
would there be of the Sense-organ also. “But of the 
Functioniag, there is only manifestation, and not production.” 
If you mean by this that, —“ I do not admit 
that functioning is produced, it is only mant- 
fested, nor is it destroyed, it only disappears,” —this explana- 
‘tion cannot serve any useful purpose; as it is only a particu- 
lar form of produclion; i.e. ‘ manifestation’ is only a parti-- 
cular kind of ‘ production.’ “How so?” For the 
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R simple reason that there is no ‘manifestation’ of a thing 
unless some peculiarity is produced init, If you think that 
a thing can be manifested without any peculiarity being 
produced in it,—then such manifestation should be incessant 
{eternal), ‘This same remark applies to destruction also : 
for ex hypothesi, when there is what you call ‘ disappearance’, 
itis nob that something that existed has ceased to exist; 
and unless some peculiarity of the thing has ceased, it cannot 
| cease to be perceived. Then again, for one who regards 
| all things as eternal, it is not right that there should be ‘per- 
ception and non-perception ; for unless there is production of 
some peculiarity (in it) there can bs no perception of it; æ 
thing (not perceptible before) ; nor can there he non-perception 
b of the thing (before perceptible) unless thore is destruction 
of some poculiarity of it. 


Then again, for one who regards the Sense-organ as eter- 


ey 


nal and all-pervading, the name ‘cause’ would be meanings 
less: As a matter of fact, when one thing comes into exis- 
tence after another, the latter is called the ‘ Cause y ií 
poth the Cause aud the Effect be eternal (as they must be for 
one who regards all things as eternal), then what would 
‘come into existence after’ what? And both being equally 
eternal, how could there be any causal relation between 
| the two? It behoves you also to explain the meaning of 
) the term, ‘ Karaka; ‘Agent.’ “ The Karaka or Agent is that 
which brings into existence.” Itis true that the Karaka is 
N à that which brings into existence ; but for one who regards all 
` things to be eternal there can be nothing that is brought 
into existence ; and when there is nothing that can be brought 
into existence, we do not find any use for the Karaka. “ ‘The 
use ofthe Karaka lies in manifesting things.” But what 
we have said above applies equally to manifestation also: like 
ue _ the manifested thing, the manifestation also is eternal ; so that 
+4 for the latter also there would be no need for the Karaka. 
| Nytya Vol. ILI. 121. 
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À Further; the theory under review implies the absurd con- 
Ene ony, of several things being perceived simultaneously : 
That is, if the ‘functioning ’ is not something different from 
that (Sense-organ) to which it belongs, then the existence 
of the latter would imply the existence of the former 
also, which would make it possible for several things to be 
perceived atthe same time; and inasmuch as there would be 
several functionings of each Sense-organ, the latter, which 
is one, would become many! As the Sense-organ is ew hypo- 
thesi non-different from its Functionings, you will perhaps 
say that what you mean is that the Functionings are 
not different from the Sense-organ (and not that the 
Sense-organ is not different fromthe Functionings). But 
in that case there would be only a single Functioning (the 
Sense-organ being one only). If, with a view to avoid these 
difficulties, you say that you do not accept any of the two 
views (either that the Sense-organ is not different from the 
Functionings, or that the Functionings are not different from 
the Sense-organ),—then it means that the two are different, 
the Functioning is different from that to which it belongs. 
There is no third alternative possible. 


From all this it follows that it is not right to regard the 
Sense-organ as all-pervading and eternal. 


Bhasya on SA. (82). 
[P. 142, L. 18 to P. 148, L. 4]. 


[The Bhasya answers the Sarkhya argument of Si. 31 
as follows|—From the mere fact of there being apprehension 
of large and small things it cannot be inferred that the Sense- 
organs are not made up of elemental substances, or that they 


are all-pervading ; 
THE SAID APPREHENSION (OF LARGE AND SMALL THINGS) IS 
DUE TO THE PEOULIARITY OF THE CONTACT BETWEEN THR 
LIGHT-RAYS (EMANATING FROM THE VISUAL ORGAN) AND THE 
OBJECT (PEROKIVED). (Su. 32). 
Nyaya Vol. ILT, 122, 
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Asa matter of fact, the ‘apprehension of large and small 
things’ ig bronght about by the peculiarity of contact 
between the light-rays emanating from the Visual Organ and 
the object perceived? ; just as there is by contact between 
the light-rays from the lamp and the object. 


That there is such contact between the light-rays (from 
the Visual Organ) and the Object perceived is proved by the 
phenomenon of obstruction; thatis, when the rays of light 
emanating from the Eye are obstructed by such things as the 
wall and the like intervening between the Hye and the Object), 
they do not illumine (and render perceptible) that object ; 
this being exactly what happens in the case of light emanat- 
ing from a Lamp. [And this goes to prove that for the per- 
ception of objects, the direct contact of light from the Eye 
with the object is essential ; for if this were not so, and if the 
organ were an all-pervading one, the perception would not be 
obstructed by an intervening object]. 


Vartika on Sū. (32). 
[P. 879, Il. 1 to L. 14]. 


The ‘perception of large and small things,’ being due to 
other causes (otherwise explicable), cannot be accepted as a 
valid ground (for the idea that Senge-organs are not made 
up of Hlemental Substances). That is Bay, the Sankhya has put 
forward the ‘ perception of large and small things’ as a reason 
for the conclusion that ‘the Sense-organs are not made up 
of elemental substances; but as a matter of fact, the 
said perception is due to other causes; so that from the ‘ per- 
ception of large and small things’ we cannot deduce either 
the fact that ‘Sense-organs are not made up of elemental sub- 


stances,’ or that they are all-pervading. 


°The light-rays emanating from the Visual organ which are devoid 
of any manifested colour, form the constituent parts of the organ, which, accord- 
ing tothe Naiyayika, is made up of the Elemental substance of Light; the Organ, 
consisting of the light-rays, issuing forth, comes into direct contact with the 
object ; and whether it is a large or a small object perceived depends upon the exact 
nature and extent and force of the light-rays emanating froin the organ. The 
example citedis that of the Lamp, because the light from the lamp also, like that 
from the Visual Organ, is devoid of manifested colour.—Bhasyachandra, 
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is no such thing as Light from the Visual Organs; and the 
_ grounds are as follows:—“ Inasmuch as Light is some- 
“ thing quite amenable to perception, it is not right to base 
“its existence upon mere Inference; when a thing that 
“is perceptible fails to be perceived, the natural conclusion 
“Zis that it does not exist; as we find in the case of such 
“ things as the Jar and the like ; the Jar and such other things, 
“ being possessed of large magnitude, being composed of 
“ several component substances and being possessed of Colour, 
“are perceived (whenever and wherever they exist) ;— 
“ now, inasmuch as the Light of the Eye also is possessed of 
“large magnitude, is composed of several component sub- 
“ «tances and is endowed with Colour,—why is it not per- 
“ceived? That Visual Organ is possessed of large magni- 
“tude is due to the large ‘magnitude, multiplicity and aggre- 
“gation of its constituent elements;—that it is composed 
“ of several component substances is due ouly to the multi- 
“ plicity of its constituent elements ; and lastly, since light is 
“ endowed with Colour and Touch, the Visual organ (if made 
“up of light) cannot be without colour. Thus then, all the 
“ conditions of perceptibility being present, if the Light of the 
« Visual Organ fails to be perceived, it follows that it does 
“ not exist.” 


Satra (34). 
[Answer to the above objectionjJ—Mene Non-PER- 


CEPTION OF THAT WHICH OAN BE DEDUCED BY INFERENCE 
IS NO PROOF OF ITS NON-EXISTENCE. (St, 34). 


Bhasya on Sf. 34. 
[P. 134, Ll. 10—12.] 


_ The existence of the light-rays (of the Visual Organ) being 
deduced by Inference from the phenomenon of ‘ obstruction,’ 
which shuts off (makes impussible) the contact (of the object 
with the Visual organ,)—mere non-zpprehension of them by 
Perception does not prove non-existence; just as in the 
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case of the upper surface of the lunar disc and the lower 
strata of the Earth (both of which are deduced by inference 
and not apprehended by Perception, and yet not regarded 
as non-existent). 


Vartika on Su. (84). 
[P. 380, L. 5 to L. 16.) 


Mere nun-ewistence, §c.—says the Sūtra. When a thing is 
not apprehended by Perceptiun, if it happens to be deduced 
by Inference, it is not right to say that it does not exist ; 
as we find in the case of the upper surface of the lunar disc 
and the lower strata of the Earth ;—even though these two 
things fulfil all the conditions of perceptibility, yet they are 
not apprehended by Perception, but since thoy are appre- 
hended by means of Inference, they are not regarded as non- 
existent. “What is that Inference ?” It consists in 
the cognition of both (Earth and Lunar Disc) as having au- 
other side (than the one that is seen), Similarly in the case 
of the Light-rays of the Visual Organ, the Inference is based 
upon the phenomenon of obstruction. 


Others (some Vaishésika teachers) have explained that 
the conditions laid down (in Vaishésika-Si. 4. 1. 6;—viz., 
that of (a) being endowed with large magnitude, (b) being 
composed of several substances and (c) being possessed of 
Colour—are meant to refer to the act of Perception, and not 
to the Perceived object. “What is the meaning of this ?” 
What we mean is, not that whichever object fulfils the said 
conditions is perceived,—but that whatever object is perceiv- 
ed does fulfil the said conditions. So that the said Vuishésika- 
Saira (ander this explanation) cannot be accepted as contain- 
ing the description of the Conditions of Perception; as 
(according to this explanation) Perception would be absent even 
when the conditions are present; thatis, even when an object 
is endowed with the characters mentioned, it may not be 
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Because the said perception isdue to the peculiarity of the 
contact between, §e. gc.—says the SQtra. ‘That is to say, the 
perception of large and small things is brought abont by the 
peculiar character of the contact of the rays of light from 
the Hye with the object perceived ; from mere contact in 
general, there follows only a vague general sort of percep- 
tion ; while from the specific kinds of contact follow specific 
forms of perception. ‘ What is the ‘ peculiarity ’ or ‘ specific 


character’ of the contact?” The ‘ peculiarity ’ consists in, 


the concatenation of the several contacts of the component 
parts (of the object and the organ concerned).* As a matter 
of fact, the contact that brings about a particular perception 
is nided by several contacts of component parts; and ‘the 
contact of the Sense-organ with the object,’ aided by the 
several contacts of their several component parts, constitutes 
what is called the ‘ peculiarity of ‘the contact. And iuas- 
much as this peculiar contact operates equally in the case 
of large and small things, the said ‘ perception of large and 
small things ’ is found to be explicable otherwise (than on the 


basis of the assumption that Sense-organs are not made up 
of Wlemental Substances). 


That there is such contact between the light-rays and the 
object is proved by the prenomenon of obstrustion—says the 
Bhasya ‘This obstruction is due to the fact that such things 
as the wall and the like are not of the nature of light (are 
not transparent). If the Sense-organs were capable of 


operating upon (rendering perceptible) things without actually — 


getting at thom [which they would be only if they were 


© That is,—(1) the contact of the component parts of the organ with the 
component parts of the object; (2) the contact of the component parts of the 
organ with the object as a whole; (3) the contact of the organ as a whole 


wih the component parce of the object; and (4) the contact of the whole . 


organ with the bject—Tatparya, 
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not made up of Elemental Substances, and hence all-pervad- 
ing],—such things as the wall and the like could not have the 
power of obstructing (their operation); hence we conclude 
that rays of light emanate from the Visual Organ, just as 
they do from the Lamp. 


Bhasya on Si. (38). 
[P. 143, L. 4 to L. 8}. 

The Siddhantin having put forward the view that the fact 
of the Visual Organ consisting of light-rays can be inferred 
from the phenomenon of obstruction,—the Opponent urges 
the following objection :— 

Sara (33). 
“INASMUCH A8 NO SUOR TAING (4s VISUAL LIGHT- 

RAYS) IS EVER PBROKIVED, WHAT HAS BESN POT FORWARD 

CANNOT PROVE ANYTHING.” 

“ Inasmuch as by its very nature Light is endowed 
“with colour and touch, the Light of the Visual Organ, 
“ if it existed, should be perceived,—just in the same manner 
“as the Light of the Lamp is perceived,—according 

to the principle that ‘the perception of a thing is due to its 
being possessed of large magnitude, being composed of 
several component particles, and being endowed with 
“colour’.* (And since the Light from the Eye is never 
“ perceived, it follows that no such Light exists]. 
Varlika on Siti. (338), 
[P. 379, L. 14 to P. 380, L. 3J. 


The Siddhantin having put forward gc. §c.—says the 
Lhasya. The view put forward in the Sitra is that there 


° This principle is onunciated in the Vaishésika-Sitras, though the form of the 
Sūtra (4.1.6) is somewhat different from what is quoted here. The Sutra is worded as 
ARTHAS STTeTS Safer: 

The Tdétparya explains the sense of the Opponent’s objection thus :—" When a 
thing, which is capable of perception, is not perceived, the only right conclusion 
is that it does not exist ; and it would not be right to assert its existence on the 
ground of merely inferential reasons. If this were permitted, then it might be 
perinissible to assort the existence of even such things asthe horns of a man”, 
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is no such thing as Light from the Visual Organs; and the 

_ grounds are as follows:—‘ Inasmuch as Light is some- 
“ thing quite amenable to perception, it is not right to base 
“ its existence upon mere Inference; when a thing that 
“is perceptible fails to be perceived, the natural conclusion 
‘Sis that it does not exist; as we find in the case of such 
“ things as the Jar and the like ; the Jar and such other things, 
“ being possessed of large magnitude, being composed of 
“ several component substances and being possessed of Colour, 
“are perceived (whenever and wherever they exist) ;— 
“ now, inasmuch as the Light of the Eye also is possessed of 
“large magnitude, is composed of several component sub- 
“stances and is endowed with Colour,—why is it not per- 
“ceived P That Visual Organ is possessed of large magni- 
“ tude is due to the large ‘magnitude, multiplicity and aggre- 
“gation of its constituent elements ;—that it is composed 
“ of several component substances is due ouly to the multi- 
“ plicity of its constituent elements ; and lastly, since light is 
“ endowed with Colour and Touch, the Visual organ (if made 
“ up of light) cannot be without colour. Thus then, all the 
“ conditions of perceptibility being present, if the Light of the 
« Visual Organ fails to be perceived, it follows that it does 
“not exist.” 


Satra (34). 
[Answer to the above objection]J—Mene Non-PER- 
CEPTION OF THAT WHICH OAN BE DEDUCED BY INFERENCE 
1S NO PROOF OF ITS NON-EXISTENCE. (St, 34). 


Bhasya on Si. 34. 
[P. 134, Ll. 10—12.] 


The existence of the light-rays (of the Visual Organ) being 
deduced by Inference from the phenomenon of ‘ obstruction,’ 
which shuts off (makes impussible) the contact (of the object 
with the Visual organ,)—mere non-zpprehension of them by 
Perception does not prove non-existence; just as in the 
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case of the upper surface of the lunar disc and the lower 
strata of the Earth (both of which are deduced by inference 


and not apprehended by Perception, and yet not regarded 
as non-existent). 


Vartika on Su. (84). 
[P. 380, L. 5 to L. 16.] 


Mere non-ewistence, §c.—says the Sūtra. When a thing is 
not apprehended by Perceptiun, if it happens to be deduced 
by Inference, it is not right to say that it does not exist; 
as we find in the oase of the upper surface of the luaar disc 
and the lower strata of the Harth ;—even though these two 
things fulfil all the conditions of perceptibility, yet they are 
not apprehended by Perception, but since thoy are appre- 
hended by means of Inference, they are not regarded as non- 
existent. “ What is that Inference ?” It consists in 
the cognition of both (Earth and Lunar Disc) as having au- 
other side (than the one that is seen), Similarly in the case 
of the Light-rays of the Visual Organ, the Inference is based 
upon the phenomenon of obstruction. 


Others (some Vaishésika teachers) have explained that 
the conditions laid down (in Vaishésika-St. 4. 1. 6)—viz., 
that of (a) being endowed with large magnitude, (b) being 
composed of several substances and (c) being possessed of 
Colour—are meant to refer to the act of Perception, and not 
to the Perceived object. “What is the meaning of this P” 
What we mean is, not that whichever object fulfils the said 
conditions is perceived,—but that whatever object is perceiv- 
ed does fulfil the said conditions. So that the said Vuishésika- 
Satra (under this explanation) cannot be accepted as contain- 
ing the description of the Conditions of Perception ; as 
(according to this explanation) Perception would be absent even 
when the conditions are present; thatis, even when an object 
is endowed with the characters mentioned, it may not be 
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perceived ; from which it would follow that the said condi» 
tions cannot form the cause of Perception.® 
Satra ($4). 
THERE BEING NO UNIFORMITY REGARDING THE CHARAO- 
TER (OF PEROEPTIBILITY OR IMPERCEPTIBILITY) AS BELONG- 
ING TO SUBSTANCES AND QUALITIES, THERE OAN Bf NO OER- 
TAINTY IN BEGARD TO ANY PART{OULAR THING BEING AOTUAL- 
LY PEROEIVED, (Si. 35.)t 
Bhasya on Si. (85). 
[P. 143, L, 14-18}. 


The said character (of Perceptibility or Imperceptibility) 
is diverse, inasmuch as it belongs (sometimes) to the Sub- 
stance and (sometimes) to the Quality; for instance, while 
the Sudstance, in the shape of the molecule of Water 
(hanging in the atmosphere) with its constituent particles 
actually in contact (with our organs of perception), is not 
perceived (with the Visual organ),—its quality of coolness 
is perceived; and it is from the continuous presence (in the 
atmosphere) of such aqueous molecules that the two (Winter) 
seasons of Hemanta and Shishira derive their character ;— 
similarly while the substance in the shape of the molecule 
of light (hanging in the atmosphere), with its colour uomani- 
fested, fails to be seen, along with its colour,—its warmth 
is actually perceived; and it is from the presence of this 
substance that the two seasons of Spring and Summer derive 
their character, [All this goes to prove that the mere non- 
perception of a thing is not a proof of its non-existence}. 


Vartika on Su. (35). 


There being no uniformity, gc. §c.—says the Sūtra. The 
rest is clear in the Bhasya. 


° The Tatparya has taken this sentence as pointing out the weak point in 
the explanation. It is certainly a weak point, ifthe Siitra is really meant to 
enunciate the causes of Perception. 


+ The printed text of the Sūtra reads 3qafsqfTqA: 60 also the Nya yasachini- 
bandha. But we find the reading sq@segfaqa: in the Bhasyachandra, in the 
Puri Si. Ms., in Sūtra Ms. D; as also in the Puri Biasya Mss. A and B, The 
translation adopts thie latter reading. 
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Bhasya on Si. (36.) 
[P. 143, L. 18 to P, 144, L. 8.] 
Where it does como about, — 


PERCEPTION or COLOUR (AND COLOURED SUBSTANCE) 
IS THE RESULT OF THE INHERENCOE OF SEVERAL COMPONENT 
SUBSTANCES, AND OF THE PRESENOB OF A PARITCULAR OHA- 
RACrER uF CoLoun.* (Sūtra 86). 4 


That is to say, it is so whenever Colour and the Substance 
in which it subsists are apprehended by Perception. The ‘pars 
ticular character ef Colour ’—by reason of whose presence 
colour (and coloured substances) are perceived, and on account 
of whose absence, a Substance (as endowed with colour) is 
not perceived,—consists in what has been called its ‘manifested 
character.’¢ It is for this reason (of perceptibility depending 
upon the manifestation of colour) that the kerd from the 
Eye, having its colour unmanif-sted, is not perceived with the 
Eye, [and certainly this non-perception does ha¥ve-not prove 
that the ray is non-excellent]. In connection with Light, we 
find that it possesses a diversity of character: viz: (a) some- 
times it has both Colour and Touch manifested, as in the Sun’s 
rays (which is perceived by the Visual and Tactile organs); (b) 
in some cases it has its Colour manifested but Touch unmani- 
fested; as in the rays of light from the Lamp (which are 
perceived with the Visual organs); (¢) in some cases it has 
its touch manifested and colour unmanifested, as light in 
contact with (heated) Water and such other things (which is 
perceived by the Tactile Organ only); and (d) in some cases 
it has both Colour and Touch unmanifested and is, as such, 
not perceptible, (either by the Visual or by the Tactile Organ) 
—e. g., the light-rays emanating from the Bye. 


Vartika on Si. (86). 
[P. 380, L. 19 to P. 381, L. 16.] 


Question.—“ Why is it that the Light-rays of the Visual 
Organ are not perceived ?” 


° This Sätra isnot found in Vishvanatha’s Vritti, nor in the Nydyasztra~ 
vivarana, nor in Sitra Ms. D., nor in Puri Sutra Ms. But the Vartika, the 
Nydayasiichinibandha and the Bhisyachandra treat it as Sutra. 


+ That is, Colour aud (Coloured objest are perceived only when the colour is 
manifested. 
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Answer.—Because the conditions of perception are not 
present. Presence of large magnitude, presence 
of several component substances and presence 
of Colour aro not the sole conditions of perceptibility ; but 
what is meant by ‘ Colour’ (whose presence is necessary for 
perception) is not merely colour, but a particolar character 
of colour. To this effect we have the following Sitra—Per- 
ception of Colour, 52. Se. By the term ‘particular character 
of Colour’ what is meant is that peculiarity of Colour which 
is called ‘manifestation’; because the mere character of 
‘Colour’ is not one that differentiates one Colour from another ; 
while ‘manifestation’ being a character that does serve to 
differentiate (one Colour from another), it is called a ‘particu- 
lar charactor’; just as the mere character of * Brāhmaga’” 
is nota ‘particular character of Brahmana,’ So that it is 
only what serves to differentiate things of the game kind from 
one another that is called a ‘ particular character.’ 


Var. P. 381. 


The é manifestation’ (of a quality, like Colour) is inferred 
from its effect; ie., ‘manifestation is that particular charac- 
ter, by reason of whose absence the Aqueous Substance and the 
Luminous Substance (hanging in the atmosphere) with their 
component particles in contactare not perceived in the Winter 
and the Summer respectively,—and by reason of whose pre- 
sence the light-rays of the Lamp and the Sun are perceived, 
And inasmuch as this ‘ particular character’ of Colour is not 
present in the Light-rays emanating from the Eyes, these rays 
are not perceptible with the Bye. 


Such diversity of character kas been found in ‘the case of 
Light. That is to say, Light is of four kinds : (a) That which 
has both Colour and Touch manifested, e.g., the ight-rays of 
the Sun; (b) that which has its Colonr manifested but Touch 
unmanifested, e.g., the Light from the Lamp; both these kinds 
of Light are perceptible (by the Hye), because their Colour zs 
manifested ;—(c) that which has its Touch manifested, but 
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Golowr unmanifested, e.g., the Light in (heated) Water; and 
(@) that which has both Coleur and Touch unmanifested, e.g. 
‘the light in the Eye, both of these latter kinds of Light are 


imperceptible (by the Eye), because their Colour is not 
manifested. 


{The cause of the said ‘diversity’ is explained in the 
following Sttraj— 
Stitra (37). 
THE FORMATION OF THE SENSE-ORGANS, BEING DUB TO 
Mert AND Demertt, IS SUBERVIENT TO * rae PURPOSES 
or man, (SG. 87). ` 


Bhāsya on St. (37). 
[P. 144, L. 10 to P. 145, L. 8]. 


As a matter of fact, the Sense-organs are formed in 
accordance with the purposes of the sentient being served by 
them,—such ‘purpose’ consisting of the perception of things 
and the eaperiencing of pleasure and pain; so that the 
generation of the light-ray in the Eye is for the purpose of 
getting at (and operating upon) the object perceived;t 
and the fact that the Colour and Touch (of this Light in the 
Visual Organ) are not manifested is deduced from (and 
assumed on the basis of) certain well-known usages [snch, 
eg., as the dictum that ‘the Sense-organs are themselves 
beyond the senses,’ and so forth]. Similarly it is from 


© The Bkdsyachandra explaius qewdas:, as ‘brought about by man’s pur- 
pose.’ But from the Bhāsya it is clear that it means ‘subservient to man’s 
purpose.’ 

t From the general principles enumerated in the Siitra, it follows that, because 
objects are perceived with the Eye, and the Eye-socket or Pupil is unable to 
get at the object,—and Sense-organs cannot apprehend things without getting 
at them,—we conclude that the formation of the Eye must be such that it is 
able to get at the object; and hence we come to the conclusion that the Lye is 
composed of Light, and itis the ray of light, that issuing from the Eye, falls upon 
the object that is seen with it. c 

$ The Bhasyachandra explains ‘ Vyavahārı’ as ‘ Vyavahiravishisah,’ 
Vichitrajnanasheblaprayogaripidih, Atindriyemindriyamityadik. There aro 
certain well-known notions in connection with the Sense-organs; one of tese 
being that the Sense-organs themselves cannot be perceived by the Senses; and 
in the case of the Eye, this would be true only if the Eye consisted of such 
Light as has its colour and touch unmanifested ; if it consisted of the Pupil only, 
the Eye could not be imperceptible. 
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usage (and experience) that we deduce the fact that in regard 
to certain objects there is hindrance (to the operation of the 
Visual organ), which indicates the presence of obstruction. 
In fact, as the Sense-organs, so also the manifold and diverse 
formation of all things, is ‘due to Merit and Demerit (of Men 
being born into the Worldj, and is ‘subservient to tho pur- 
poses of Man.’ 


The term ‘ Karma’ (in the Sūtra) stands for ‘ Merit and 
Demerit’; which serves to bring about the experiences of the 
sentient being. 


The said ‘Obstruction’ can belong only toa material 
substance, because there is unfailing concomi- 
tance.* ‘That is to say, the obstruction that 
we find as hindering the operation of the Sense-org in upor 
certain substances must be regarded as belonging to a mate- 
rial substance, for the simple reason that it never fails in 
its concomitance with material substances ; for we have never 
found any imniterial substance (as Akasha anl the like) 
appearing ag an < obstruction, [Lt is true that non-obstruc- 
tion is found in the case of certain material substances also, 
egu glass, rock-crystal and the liks, which do not hinder the 
operation of the Visual organ; but] as for non-obstruction, 
this is not unfailing in its coacomitance, either with material, 
or with immaterial substances, —being found, as it is, along 
with both, {Hence nou-obstruction cannut prove either the 
material or the non-material character of the Sense-organs, | 
Some people argue as follows :—“ It comes to this that, be- 
cause there is obstruction, the Senso organs must be material, 
and because there is “on-obstruction, they must bo none 
material; ‘non-obstruction’ (of the Sense-organ) also we 
find when things, hidden behind the glass, or mass of white 
clouds, or rock-crystal, are clearly perceived.” But this 
is not right; because there is non-obstruction also in the case 
of material substances ; e.g, (7) there istillumination, by lamp- 
light, of things hidden behind glass, clouds and rock crystal ; 
which shows that there is no obstruction of Lamp-light (which 
is admittedly material); and (b) there is no obds/ruction of the 


Bha. P. 145. 


© This sentence has been printed a3 a Sūtra. But neither Sa. Ms. D., nor 
the Nydyastchiniban Zka, nor the Puri Si, Ms., nor Vishvanatha, nor the 
Nyiyasitravivarana, nor the Bhdsyachantra read any such Sūtra. We do 
not, therefore, treat itas a Sū., the Sitra-numbering therefore, here onwards, 
will not agrea with that of the printed text, 
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heat of the cooking fire operating upon things placed in the 
vessel (placed upon the oven) [and the cooking fire is also 
admittedly material}, 


Vartika on Si. (87), 
[P. 681, L. 18 to P. 882, L. 18.] 


The formation of the Sense-organs, §c. §c.—says the 
Sūtra. The rest is clear in the Bhasya. 


Says the Bhisya—The fact that the Colour and Touch (of 
this light in tha Visuul Organ) are not munifested is deduced 
from (and assumed on the basis of) certuin well-known usages. 
Tf the Visual Light had its colour manifested, 
then, at the time that several such light-rays 
fall upon any perceived object, that object would be burnt 


Var. P. 382. 


[as on the contact of fire; which is the only light in which 
colour is manifested]; and when several light-rays would fall 
upon the object at one and the sama time, these says (being 
substances with manifested colour) would tend to hide the 
object from view, and the object should fail to be perceived. 
You will perhaps argue as follows—“ When the rays of the 
Sun fall upon an object, it does not obstruct the rays of light 
issuing from the perceiving Hye (and the object does not fail . 
to be perceived); and in the same manner, there need be no 
obstruction to the Visual rays by the several light-rays falling 
upon an object’ (which would thus not fail to be perceived),” 
But this is not right; the perception is brought about after 
piercing ; that is to say, in the exampls cited by you what 
happens is that the rays of light issuing from the Bye pierce 
through the solar rays and then become connected with the 
object. As regards Visual Light however, if it had its colour 
and touch manifested, then the light-rays from the Eye of 
one person having fallan upon an object, it would become 
hidden under those rays (which having their colour and touch 
manifested would not be transparent), and would not be per- 
ceived by any other person. “ But when several light-rays 
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impinge upon an object, what happens is that out of these 
rays there is produced a new substance, of the same nature 
as these rays, in the shape of another Ray.”* If such were 
the case, then the perception of things by a man with an im- 
perfect Eye (Visual Organ) would be of the same kind as that 
by aman with a perfect organ ;f and this cannot be accepted ; 
as such is not found to be the case. Asa matter of fact, 
well-known usage shows that the light-rays from the Hye do 
not have their colour and touch manifested. 


The manifold and diverse formation of all things ts due to 
Merit and Demerit and is subservient to the purposes of Man; 
the term ‘Karma’ stands for Merit and Demerit; which serves 
to bring about the experiences of the sentient bring—says tho 
Bhasya. 

The said ‘obstruction’ must belong to a material sub- 
stance; because it never fails in its concomitance ; that is, 
the Visual Organ must be a material substance,—because we 
find its operation obstructed by such things as the wall and 
the like,—as we find in the case of the Jar and such other 
material substances. 


“ But by reason of non-obstruction, it should be regarded 
as non-material.” If you mean by this that—*If on the 
strength of its obstruction the Visual Organ is regarded as 
material,—then on the strength of its non-obstruction, it 
should be regarded as non-material; anl such non-obstruction 
of the Visual Organ is actually met with, when we find that 
there is perception of things hidden behind glass, clouds 
(vapour) and rock-crystal,’—our answer is that this is not 
right; as the premiss is not true; in the case of the Lamp- 
light, we find that of the material light of the Lamp also there 
is non-obstruction (by rock-crystal, &:.) ; and there is non- 


*That is, ont of the several components of the Visual Organ, there is 
produced the single composit» in the form of the Visual Organ’—Tétpurya. 
_ + According to the Purvapaksi, in both cases the composite organ would be 
equally produced out of a number of component light-rays. 
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obsiruction also of the heat of the cooking-oven over things 
placed in the cooking pan [both which go to show that there is 


necessary concomitance between obstruction and material 
character}. 


Bhasya on Sa. (88). 
[P. 145, L. 8 to L. 14}. 


As regards the non-perception (of the Light-rays from 
the Hye), this may be due to special reasons. [For ex- 
ample]— 

Satra (38). 
Irs NON-PERCEPTION IS SIMILAR TO THE NON-PERCEP- 

TION OF THE LIGHT OF THE STARS AT MIDDAY. (Sw. 33). 


The general principle is that there is perception of a 
thing when there is ‘inherence of several component sub- 
stances’ and also‘ a particular colour’ (Si. 36); and yet 
in the case of the light of the stars, we find that even though 
the said conditions of perception are present, it stills fails 
to be perczived at midday, because it is suppressed by the 
(fierce) light of the Sun ;—exactly in the same manner, in 
the case of the Light of the Visual Organ, even though the 
conditions of perception—in the shape of the presence of 
‘several component substances’ and of ‘a particular colour’ 
—are present, it fails to be perceived, for certain special 
reasons. What this special reason is has been explained above 
(in the Bhasya on St. 38, P. 144), where it has been pointed 
out that there is no perceptional apprehension of a substance 
which does not have its Colour and Touch manifested. It is 
only when there is absolute non-perception, [7.¢. when the 
thing is not perceived at all, and its non-perception is not 
due to any special causes], thatit can be rightly regarded as 
proving the non-existence of the thing [and inasmuch as such 
is not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ, its merely 
accidental non-perception cannot justify the conclusion tbat 
it does not exist]. 


Vartika on Si. (88). 
[P. 882, L. 18 to P. 388, L. 6.] 


As regards non-perception, this may be due to special 
reasons—says the Bhasya. 
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Tis non-perception. ete., etc.—says the Si/rua In the case 
of the Star-light, we find that even though it fulalls all the 
conditions of perceptibility, it fails to be perceived at mid- 
day, by reason of its suppression ; in the same 
Var, P. 383. J 7 ae T 

manner, oven thongh the Light of the Visual 
Organ fulfills all the conditions of perceptibility, it fails to 
be perceived by reason of the non-manifestation of its colonr. 
That the Star-light is not perceived at midday is due to the 
Light of the Sun. 
Biasya on Sū. (59). 
[e 145, L. 14 to L. 18). 

Some one might here argue that—“ On the same analogy 
we may say that there is Light in the piece of stone also, and 
it is not perceived at midday because it is suppressed by the 
Light of the Sun.” And in answer to this we have the 
following Sitra— 

Stitra (39). 
THE SAID ASSERTION OANNOT BE ACCEPTED; BECAUSE 

THERE IS NON-PERCEPTION (or THe Licut oF Stones) ALSO 

AT NIGHT ; (St. 89)— 
and also because there is no cognition of it by Inference 
either (which there is in the case of the Light of the Visual 
Organ). Thus then, there being absolute non-cognition (at 
all times, and by all means of Cognition) of the Light of the 
Stone-pieces, we conclude that no such light exists. Such 
however is not the case with the Light of the Visual Organ 
[which is apprehended by means of Inference]. 


Vartika on St. (89). 
. [P. 383, L. 6 to L. 171. 

Says the Opponent :—“ It is not right to say that the 
non-perception of star-light at midday is due to its suppres- 
sion by sun-light; as this would lead to the absurdity of all 
things being regarded as having light; if such be the case, 
then any such thing as stone and the like might be regarded 
as possessed of Light. If it be asked why the light of these 
things is not perceived P—the answer sliould be that it is not 
perceived because it is suppressed by sun-light.” 
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And it is an answer to this that we have in the following 
Stitra—This assertion cannot be accepted, &c. &., &c. Tf 
stone and such things were actually possessed of Light,— 
and the non-perception of such light during the day were 
due to its suppression by siin-light,—then it would certainly 
be perceived at night. “At night also it is not perceived 
because at night its manifester {in the shape of Sun-light, 
which would render the light of the stone visible) is absent.” 
But the suppressor of a thing cannot be its manifester [and 
the Opponent having declared above that Sun-light is the sup- 
pressor of Stone-light during the day, he cannot rightly say 
now that thatsame Sun-light, which is absent at night, is the 
manifester of stone-light]; and it behoves you to explain why 
there is no perception of the light of stone, &o. at night. 


Then again, the existence of Light in such things as the 
Stone and the like is not vouched for by Inference either. 
Thisis what is meant by the particle ‘api, ‘also’ (in the 
Sutra). 


Thus then, al] the means of cognition having failed to 
provide the cognition of Light in Stone, &c., the inevitable 
conclusion is that there is no Light in these things. On the 
other hand, such is not ths case with the Light of the Visual 
Organ ; it is not that its existence is not vouched for by In- 
ference ;—the fact that there is effective obstruction (of 
vision) by such things as the Wall and the like leading to the 
required inference [that in the act of vision rays of Light 
emanate from the perceiving Hye and reach the object 
perceived]. 

Bhasya on St (40). 
[P. 145, L. 18 to P. 146, L. 4]. 

The view propounded by us is supported by reason also. 
[Eor] 
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Siitra (40). 
Tan PERCEPTION OF THINGS BING BROUGHT ABOUT BY 
THR AID OF EXTERNAL LIGHT, THY NON-PERCEPTION (OF THE 
Visuan LigH't) MUST BE DUE TO NON-MANIFESTATION (OF 


contour). (Si. 40). 

It is only when the Visual Organ is aided by some exter- 
nal light that it becomes capable of apprehending things ; 
and in the absence of such light, there is no apprehension 
with the Visual Organ. [So that it ison account of the 
absence of an external light falling upon it that the Visual 
Light is not perceived]. As a matter of fact, even when the 
aid of (external) light is present, and there is perception also 
of Cool Touch, the object in which that touch subsists, (i.e., the 
particles of Water hanging in the atmosphere) fails to be 
perceived with the Eye; for the simple reason that its 
Colour is not manifested; this shows that there is non- 
perception of an object endowed with Colour by reason of 
its Colour being not manifested * For these reasons We con- 
clude that what the Pérvapaksin has said in Sa. 35— that 
“inasmuch as no such things (as the Visual Light-ray) is ever 
perceived, what has been put forward cannot prove any 
thing ’—it not right. 

Vartika on Su. 40. 
[P. 383, L. 17 to P. 384, L. 3], 

Even though the Visual Light is present, there is non= 
perception of it, by reason of the non-manifestation: (of Oolour) 
elo., ete.—says the Sära. This Sétra is in- 


Var. P. 384. 3 s A É 
tended to cite an illustration, The sense 1s 


eee SSS — 
o Jn the case of the Water-particle hanging in the atmosphere, what happens 
is that its Colour not being manifested, it is not perceived with the Eye; and 
that this is so we infer from the fact that in the perception of Water we 
require the aid of external light; situilarly, the Visual Light also requiring, 
for its perception, the aid of external light, it follows that the non-perception 
of this also mustbe due to the non-manifestation of its Colour, It is a geu- 
erally recognised principle that a thing, which requires for its perception the 
aid of external light, fails to be perceived only when its Colour is not manifest- 
ed; so that the non-perception of such a thing must be attributed to the 
non-manifestation of its colour, and not to its suppression by stronger light ; as is 
found to be the case with the light of stars, which, not requiring the aid of 
any external light in its perception, has its non-perception at midday due to 
suppression by the light of the Sun.—Vartika and Tatparya. 
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as follows—Any thing that requires external light (for its 
perception), has its non-perception due to the non-manifesta- 
tion of Colour; e.g., in the case of the aqueous substance 
which has its component particles closely packed, (i.e. the 
Water-molecule), thore is non-perception because its colour 
is not manifested; similarly, the Visual Light also standing 
in need of external light, its non-perception also should be 
due to the non-manifestation of its Colour, 


Bhiasya on St. (41). 
[P, 146, L. 4 to L. 10,j 


Question—“ But why is suppression not put forward 
as the reason for the non-perception of the Visual Light ?* 
[The answer is given in the new Stitra}. 


Sūtra (4L). 


BEOAUSE THERE CAN BE SUPPRESSION (or Corour) 
ONLY WHEN IT IS MANIFEST ALSO; (St. 41) 


—and also when itis not dependent ‘for its perception upon 
external light; thisis the implication of the particle ‘cha,’ 
‘also.’ As a matter of fact, there is suppression of only such 
Light as is manifested—i.e. duly evolved- and does not 
depend upon the aid of external light [as we find in the case 
of Stars]; when, on the other hand, such conditions are 
absent, (¢.g., in the case of the Light in such things as the 
Visual Organ), there can be no suppression ; whicl: leads us 
to conclude that when acertain Light, which is not per- 
ceived (with the Hye) by reasonof its Colour being not 
manifested, becomes perceived when some external light falls 
upon it,—such Light cannot be said to be ‘suppressed,’ 


From the above it follows that the Visual Light does 
exist (and is endowed with a particular form and character). 
Vartika on St. (41). 

[P. 384, L. 4 to L. 15.] 
Qnestion-= “ Why is not Suppression held to be the reason 
for the Visual Light not being perceived?” 


© This question emanates from those ‘Legicians who hold that Visual Light 


has ite Colour manifested, like any ordinary Light; and it is not perceived be- 


cause it is suppressed,by the stronger light of the atmosphere. 
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Answer—It is not so held—because ihere can be suppress- 
ion etc. ete.—says the Sutra, Only that Light can be ‘sup- 
pressed’ which has its colour not manifested and which does 
not require the help of external light; as we find in the case 
of the light of stars. The Light of the Visual Organ, on the 
other hand, does not have its colour manifested; and it also 
requires the help of external light ; and the Colour that is not 
manifested cannot be ‘suppressed’; eg., the aqueous sub- 
stance with its component particles closely knitted together. 
Again, even that Colour which is manifested,—if it is one that 
requires the aid of external light,—cannot be ‘suppressed’ ; 
e.g. such things as the Jar and the like. Both these kinds 
of ‘ suppression ’ * are impossible in the case of Visual Light. 

[The Vartika formulates two arguments in support of the 
proposition that Visual Light exists ]—(a) ‘The thing in 
question—the Pupil of the Eye,—possesses Light,—because, 
being a substance, it forms a necessary factor in the special 
set of causes that bring about the perception of Colour,—like 
the Lamp’ ;—or (b) ‘The Visual Organ is possessed of Light, 
because, being a substauce, and being something that is 
endowed with a special aptitude, it illumines (renders visi- 
ble) things hidden behind rock-crystal and such (transparent 
things),—like the Lamp.’ 

Sutra (42). 
ALSO BEOAUSE WE ACTUALLY PEROEIVE THY LIGHT IN 
THE BYES OF NIGHT-WALKERS. (SU. 42.) 


Bhasya on St. (42). 
[P. 146, L. 12 to L. 14.) 


As a matter of fact, we actually see rays of light in the 
eyes of ‘night-walkers’—ze. the cat and other animals (of 
the feline species); and from this we infer the existence of 
light in the eyes of other living beings. 


© Thac is, the suppression of Light, (1) which has its Colour manifested and 
(2) which does not require tive aid of external light. 
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“ But just a3 the genus (of the Cat) is different (from that 
of Man), so would their sense-organs also be of different 
characters |so that the mere fact of the Cat’s Hye possessing 
rays of light cannot justify the inference of the existence of 
Light in the Byes of Man].” 


There is no justification for the assumption that there 
is such difference of character (between the Bye of the Cat 
and the Hye of the Man); specially in view of the fact that 
both are equally found to have their approach (upon visible 
objects) hindered by obstructions such as the wall and other 
things. [Which fact is what forms the main ground for the 
assumption that the Visual Organ consists of Light].* 


Vartika on St. (42). 
(P, 384, L. 17 to P. 585, L. 5.] 


Also because §¢.—says the Sülra, citing an example in 
support of what has been said above; the full argument 
being—‘ The human Eye consists of light-rays,—because, 
while not being of the nature of Contact,* it forms a factor 
in the cause of the perception of Colour,—like the Byes of 
night-walkers.’ 


“ But just as the genus (of the Cut) is different (from that 
of Man), so would their Sense-organs also be of different 
characters.” 

The sense of your argument is as follows :—‘‘ The genus 
‘Cat’ subsists in the Cat, but not in the Mun; and in the 
game manner, it may be that it is only the Cat’s Hye that 
consists of Light, and not the Eye of Man.” 


eS : - pe 
o The mere fact that while we see light-rays emanating from the Cat’s Eye, 


and not those emanating from the Man’s Eye, cannot justify the assumption that 
the two are not of the same kind of ‘sense-organ’ ; in the case of the Sun and 
the Moon, though the former is felt to be hot and the latter cool, yet both are 
regarded as ‘Juminous’; hence mere difference in some detail of character does 
not prove diversity of ‘ genus.’ —Bhasyachandra. 


+ This qualifying clause has been added with a view to exclude Contact itself, 
which also isa factor in the cause of perception of Colour ; but as it is of the 
nature of Contact, the qualifying clause excludes it. i 
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This, however, cannot be accepted ; in view of the force 
of obstructions; that is to say, even though 
there is difference in the genus of the Cat 
and the Man, yet we find that the light-rays from the Eye 
of the Man are obstructed exactly in the same manner as 
those from the Kye of the Cat. 


Var. P, 385. 


For the following reasons also the Sense-organs should be 
regarded as made up of material substances :—(a) because they 
are capable of resistance, like the Jar and such other material 
things;—and (b) the auditory Organ is a material sub- 
stance,—because while being a substance, it il]umines (renders 
audible) external things in contact with it,—like the Olfac- 
tory organ, &c. 

Bahsya on Sa. (43). 
[P. 146, L. to P. 147, L. 3.] 


[Says the Opponent]—‘“‘ It is not right to regard the Con- 
fact of the Sens2-»rgan with the Object as an instrument of 
Cognition. Why? 


* BECAUSE (AS A MATTER OF FAOT) THERE [S PERCEP- 
TION WITHOUT (THE ORGAN) GETTING AT (THE OBJECT) ; FOR 
(WE FIND THAT) THERE 1S PEROEPTION OF THINGS BEHIND 
GLASS, VAPOUR AND ROCK-CRYSTAL,” —(Su, 43). 


“ As a matter of fact, we find that when a flying piece of 
straw strikes against glass or vapour, it is actually seen with 
the Eye; and yet one thing can come into contact with 
another only when no third thing comes between them —and 
whenever a third thing does come between two things’. their 
contact is obstructed. Such being the case, if the cont’act of 
Light-rays (from the Hye) and the Object (the straw behind 
the glass) were the cause of its perception, then,—no 
contact being possible by reason of the obstruction (of the 
intervening glass),—there should be no perception at all, And 
yet we do perceive things hidden behind glass, vapour and 
rock-crystal ;—all which goes to prove that the Sense-organs 
are operative without actually getting at (coming into contact 
with) the object. From this it follows that they are non- 
material in their character ; because all material things (such 
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as the Arrow, the Axe and the like) have the character of 
being operative only by getting at their objects.” 


Vartika on Si. (43). 
[P. 885, L. 5 to L. 13.] 


Says the Opponent—“ It is not right to urge that there 
is perception of an object only when there is contact of the 
object with the Light-rays (from the Eye); because as a 
matter of fact, there is perception otherwise also.— There is per- 
ception without the Sense-organ getling at the Object etc. ete., — 
says the Sara. When a flying piece of straw ete., etc,,— 
says the Bhasya. If the Light-rays from the Eye were 
the illuminator of the object got at by them, then they could 
never illumine (render visible) things hidden bebind glass, 
vapour or rock-crystal. But they do render visible such 
things. Hence it follows that the Visual Organ is not opera- 
tive only by getting at its object. And from this it follows 
that it is not made up of material substances ; as all material 
things are found to have the character of being operative 


only by getting at their objects.” 


Sutra (44), 
[Answer to the above} THE ABOVE REASONING HAS 
No FORCE AGAINST OUR DOCTRINE, BECAUSE THERA IS NO 
PERCEPTION OF THINGS BEHIND A WALD.* (St. 44). 


Bhasya on Si. (44). 
[P. 147, L. 7.] 


If the Sense-organs were operative without getting at 
their objects, then there would be nothing to prevent the 
perception of things hidden behind a wall. 


eS CE a Laka 
© In the printed text and in Puri A, the Bhasya has a ‘na’ preceding the Sutra, 
r is it supported by the Bhaésyachandra. And as the denial is 


in‘ apratisédhah, an additional ‘xa’ 


It is not in Puri B; no 
already contained in the Sūtra itself, in the ter 


would be superfluous. 
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Vartika on St. (44). 
[P. 385, L. 13 to L. 15.] 

The above contention of the Opponent is not right; 
because the reasoning has no force &e.—says the Sutra. We 
have already explained that if the Sense-organs are operative 
without getting at the objects, then such things as the Wall 
and the like could not have the power of, hindering their 
operation. The rest is clear in the Bhaya. 

i Bhasya on St, (45). 
[P. 14”, L. 8 to L. 11.) 

[The Opponent retorts]—‘‘ But if the Sense-organs wero: 
operative only by getting at the objects, then there would . 
be no perception of things behind glass or vapour or rock- 
crystal.” ; 

[The answer to this is as follows]— 

Salra (45). 
INASMUCH AS HERE IS NO REAL OBSTRUCTION (BY 

SUCH THINGS AS THE @LAass &¢.), CONTAOT DOES TAKE 

PLAOE * (IN THY CASES CITED). (Si. 45). < 

As a matter of fact, neither Glass nor Vapour obstructs 
the passage of Light-rays from the Eye; and not being ob- 


structed, the rays do actually come into contact with the 
object. 


Vartika on St, (45). 
[P. 385, L. 18 to L. 19. 

Neither the Glass nor Vapour obstructs the rays of Light ; 
and not being obstructed, they pass within (the Glass or Va- 
pour) and come into contact with the Object (hidden behind 
the Glass or the Vapour). 

Bhasya on St. (46). j 
[v. 147, L. 11 to P. 148, L. 3.) ; 

One who bolds the view that “thore can be no non-obstruc- 
tion of what is purely material” t—is not right ;==: 

©The Bhasyachandra and Vishvanatha read sqft: for sqafa: : 

A +Puri Mss. A and B and the Bhasyachandra read aga F Weya &c, which may 
be coustrued to give the same sense thus:—‘ LË one does not admit all this, aud in- 


sists upon the view that there could benu absence of obstruction,if the Sense- 
organs were material in character.’ hess 
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BEOAUSE (AS A MATTER OF FACT) THERE IS NO OBSTRUCTION 
oF THE SUn’S RAYS,—IN CONNECTION WITH THE OBJECT 
BEHIND A PIECE OF ROCK-CRYSTAL,—AND IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE OBJECT TO BE BURNT.* (Si. 46). 


The view that has been held cannot be accepted as 
right,t—(a) because there is no obstruction of the Sun’s rays, 
—(b) because there is no obstruction in regard to the object 
behind a piece of rock-crystal,—and (c) because there is no ob- 
struction in regard to the object to be burnt ;—the sentence 
in the Sūtra is to be split up into three clauses by construing 
the ġerm ‘because there is no obstruction,’ ‘avighttat,’ with 
each of the other three terms; andthe meaning assigned to 
the Sūtra is in accordance with this construction. 


(a) The rays of the Sun are not hindered by the Jar and 
such things,—' as there is- no obstruction’ in this case; and 
the Water in the Jar becomes heated ; such imbibing of the 
quality of warmth of one thing (Light) by another (ie., 
Water) is possible only when there is actual contact (between 
the two things); and the original coolness (of the Water) 
beco suppressed by the warmth thus imbibed. 


(b) hen, the object to be illumined is hidden bebind 
rock-crystal, there is no obstruction to the lamp-rays falling 
upon it; and ‘because there is no obstruction,’ the object 
is got at by the light, and becomes perceived. : 


(c) When the thing is placed in a frying pan over the fre, 
it becomes burnt by the light of the fire ; and here also *be- 
cause there is no obstruction’ to the light-rays, the thing 1s 
got at by them, and because ib is thus got at, it becomes 
burnt; and the heat (of the Light) is operative ouly by con- 
tact. Fis 

The term ‘avighalat,’ ‘because there is no obstruction, 
may also be taken by itself (as propounding a fourth argu- 
ment) : « What would be the meaning of avighata,’ ‘non- 


e Such is the translation of the Sūtra as interpreted by the Bhasya, which (see 
below) analyses the Sūtra into three factors. The simple meaning of the Sutra 
pears to be that ‘there is no obstruction of the Sun’s-rays even when the object 


burnt by it is behind a piece of rock-crystal.’ 


+ This repetition of the na appears to be superfluous;—having already appeared 
before in the Satra. But it is only Puri B that omits it; it is found in Puri A, in the 
Vartika and also in the Bhasyachandra. It may be taken as reiterating the denial 


of the Opponent’s vie w. 
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obstruction ’ (in this case) ?” It would mean that there 
is no hindrance on any side to the progress of the substance 
(Light) by any such intervening substance as has its com- 
ponent particles not ruptured and transformed (by the 
Light passing through them); * i.e. there is no hindrance 
to its operation ;7.¢,, there is no obstacle to its contact (with 
the object). For instance, we find that water placed in an 
earthen jar imbibes the coolness of the outer atmosphere [in 
which case the hot light-rays go out of the Water through the 
intervening jar, without dismembering and transforming the 
latter +]. And there can be no perception of the touch 
(warmth or coolness) of a thing unless it is got at by the 
Sense-organ; and we also see (in the case of the Water in 
the Jar) that there is percolation, as also flowing out f, 
[Which also shows that substances can pass through an inter- 
vening substance without dismembering or transforming it]. 


Thus then, it becomes established that in the case of things 
hidden behind glass or vapour or rock-crystal, perception 
duly comes about, ‘because there is no obstruction? to the 
rays of Visual Light by the said glass, &e., and they get at 
the object by passing through the intervening glass, &c. 


Vartika on Si. (46). 
[P. 386, L. 1 to L. 14,] 
Some people argue as follows :— It is not possible for a 
material substance to be not-obstructed; all material substances 
are by their very nature, liable to obstruction.” 


This however, is not right ; because there is no obstruction, 
&c., &c.—says the Sätra. The view that has been held can- 
not be accepted ; (a) because there is no obstructiun of the sun’s 


* The term ‘vyithyamana’ is used here ina peculiar sense ; it has been explained 
by the Tatparya as meaning ‘dismemberment’; the sense being that when the thing 
inthe frying pan is burnt by the hoat of the fire in the oven, the heat passing 
through the pan does not tend to the dismemberment of tho pan’s component particles; 
#.¢., it does not so happen that the pan is broken up and another pan appears in its 
place. And this permeating of the rays of'light and heat—without disinembering and 
transforming the intervening substance, is what is meant by ‘ non-obstruction.’ 
t This parenthetical explanation is according to the Vartika and the Patparya. 
The Vartika reads ‘parispanda ’ for‘ praspanda,’ and explains it as lateral 
motion. The Bh@syachandra reads ‘ praspanda,’ and explains it as percolating through 
the pores; ‘parisrava’ standing for actual Slowing out. 
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rays;—(b) because there is no obstruction in regard to the 
object behind a piece of rock-crystal ;—and (c) because there is 
no obstruction in regard to the object to be burnt—(says the 
Bhasya). The sentence of the Sitra has been split up by 
construing the term ‘ because there is no obstruction’ with 
each of the other three terms; a single sentence could not 
afford the three distinct meanings; hence each distinct 
sentence is taken as conveying a distinct meaning. The 
rest is clearly explained in the Bhasya. 


“ What is the meaning of ‘ non-obstruction ’ here ?” 


It means that one substance passes though another with- 
out dismembering and transforming the latter; that is to 
say, ‘non-obstruction’ consists in one substance coming 
into contact with the inner particles of another substance, 
and the component particles of the latter substance being 
not ruptured; or, it may be taken as consisting in the 
passing out of one substance from within another, without 
dismembering the component particles of the latter; e.g., we 
fnd that when water is put in an earthenware jar, it imbibes 
the coolness of the outer atmosphere ; and certainly a quality 
(such as coolness) independently by itself could not go out 
except as along with the substance in which it subsists. 


‘ Pari-spanda’ stands for lateral movement, and ‘ Part- 


srava’ for flowing out, 


y 
| 


Sūtra (47). 

(Objection|—“ Tae view TUR FORWARD IS NOT 
RIGHT; BECAUSE THERE IS POSSIBILITY OF EITHER OF THE 
TWO OHARACTERS BELONGING TO EITHER OF THE TWO SUB- 
granors.” (Sit. 4.) 

Bhasya on Sit. (47). 
[P. i48, L. 5—6.] 
“ (a) Whether there is non-obstruction (of the Visual Light) 


t Jl and such other things, just as there is by glass 
“ oya E, or (b) there is obstruction by glass and 
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“vapour, &c., just as there is by the wall;—inasmuch as both 
“ these alternative views are equally possible, it behoves you 
“to show cause which, and why, is the right view.”* 


Vartika on Si. (47). 
[P. 386, L. 16 to P. 387, L. 1]. 
“ The view, ete., eto. —says the Sūtra. Thatis, it becomes 
“possible for the character of one thing to belong to another, 
“and vice versa; i.e. if there is non-obstruction of tbe Visual 


- “ Light by the Rock-crystal, &¢., there should be non-obstruc- 


tion by the Wall also; and if there is obstruc- 
tion by the Wall, then there should be odstruc- 
“tion by the Rock-crystal also.” 
Sutra (48), 
[Answer]— JUST as THERE IS PERCEPTION OF COLOUR 
IN THE MIRROR AND IN WaTER,—BY REASON OF THESE 
TWO BEING, BY THEIR NATURE, BRIGHT AND WHITE,—SIMILAR- 
LY THERE IS PERCEPTION OF COLOUR (ALSO IN THE OASE OF 


SUCH INTERVENING SUBSTANOES AS GLASS, &C,, WHICH ARB, 
BY THEIR NATURE, TRANSPARENT).—(Si. 48), 


Bhasya on Si. (48). 
[P. 148, L. 9 to L, 14). 


The Mirror and Water are possessed of ‘ prasdda’—~i.e., a 
particular colour (bright-white) ; which belongs to them by 
their very nature; as is shown by the fact of their always 
possessing it ; and of this ‘ bright-white colour’ also, it is the 
very nature that it reflects (and renders visible) the Colour 
(of things placed before it); and in the case of the Mirror, 
we find that when a man puts his face before it, the light- 
rays emanating from his eyes strike the Mirror and are turn- 
ed back (reflected), and thereby they come into contact with 
the man’s own face, whose colour and form thus become 
perceived; this perception being called ‘the perception of 
the reflected image’; and it is brought about by the peculiar 


Var. P. 387, 


colour of the Mirror’s surface; that it is so is proved by the 


~ — eee ; 3 
° The Puri Mss. read Niyaména for Niyamé ;the Bhāsyachandra also notices 


this reading and explains it to mean that “it is absolutely necessary to state your 
reasons,” 
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fact that any such reflection fails to appear whenever there 
is_adeterioration in the briohtmess of the Mirror’s surface 
[Though such is the case with the Mirror, yet] ‘there Fe no 
such perception of the reflected image’ in the case of Wall 
and such other things [and the only explanation possible i 

that these latter things are not endowed with that penatia 
property which would enable them to vefledt the ligliterays 
from the Bye., Ti the same manner, even ithoudh there ig 
non-obsiiuction of the Visual Light by such ti ee the 
Glass and Vapour, &e., vet there is obstruction by auch things 
as the Wall aid tlie like ; and this is Aune to the very e 


of the things coiicerned [whieh must be accepted as chey ard]. 
Färlika on Sti (48). 
LP. 787, L ð to ln Í A). 
Just as there is perception of Colour, ete, elrp—savs the 
Sitra, The Mirvor and Water ara possented of § praszga,” E 


a parhicular golote ; | ghis edlonr forma the very natare of 


those things, beca 


; found in them, “What 
is the meaning of the 


particular colour belonging (to Mirror 
and Water) ?” It means that it subsists in those things, 


Without their being in contact with any other substance. 
Ti is also the property of the particular Colour itself that it 


very nature; or tho ‘nature’ meant by the Bhasya cdasists 
iv the Colour subsiating in such things as Water and the lke. 
neewuch as Mirror and Water are endowed with the charac- 
ser of ‘yrasida! when tho Visual Light strikes against thas 
iieys, 4 turns haok, and comes into contact with the man’s 
Lave; ad singe the light (thua saflootod) comes into contaci 
wie a!) dhings lying in brant of thea faca, tho face in the refec- 
tion issen alang With all these thinga) Ags the man whe 
aey iw sanding halora bhe Ronee man, Though the per- 
gestion of tha Mirror and that of the Pace come one after the 
ad ghk, that the interval is not 
è ia tinged with that of 


eee, yer te sxyiidice ia Hy 
AGA, ani bie jareaptión oF the Tae 
the Mirror g stittade, We vest Ts clear in the Bhasya, 
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Satra(4{9). 

I? Is NOT RIGHT TO QUESTION OR DENY THINGS THAT ARE 
(RIGHTLY) PEECELVED AND INFERRED.* (Sūtra 49). 
Bhasya on Sti. (49). 

[P. 148, L. 16 to P.149, L. 2]. 


As a matter of fact, every Instrument of Right Cognition 
apprehends things as they really exist ; so that when certain 
things are cognised by means of Perception or Inference, it is 
not right for you, in course of your inquiry, to question the 
reality of these things ;—nor is it right for you to deny their 
reality. It would, for instance, not be right to argue that 
‘ Just as Colour is visible by the Eye, so should Odour also be 
visible,” or that ‘ like Odour, Colour also should not be visible 
by the Eye; or that ‘like the cognition of Fire, the cognition 
of Water also should arise from that of Smoke’; or that ‘like 
the cognition of Water, that of Fire also should not arise from 
that of Smoke.’ And what is the reason for this? Simply this, 
that things are cognised by means of the Instruments of 
Right Cognition just as they really exist, exactly as endowed 
with their real nature, and as possessed of their own real 
properties ; so that Instruments of Right Cognition always 
apprehend things as they really exist. You have put for- 
ward the following question and denial :—(a) ‘there should 
be non-obstruction (of Visual Light) by the Wall, ete.; just as 
there is by glass and such things’; and (b) * there should not 
be non-obstruction by glass, &c., just as there is none by 
Wall, &c.’ But it is not right to do so; because the things 
that we have described (in connection with the obstruction 
or non-obstruction of Visual Light by certain objects) are 
such as are actually cognised by means of Perception and 
Inference ; whether there is obstruction or non-obstruction (of a 
certain thing by another thing) can be determined only by 
our perception or non-perception, (i.e. it depends upon our 
perceiving or not perceiving such obstruction); so that in the 
case in question) from the fact that there is no perception of 
things behind the Wall and such things, it is inferred that 
there is obstruction by these things; and from the fact that 
there is perception of things behind glass and vapour, &c., it is 
inferred that there is non-obstruction by these latter. 


© Puri Si. Ms. reads ‘paryanuyoga’ for pratisedha; and Puri-Bha. Ms. B. 
reads ‘pratiyoga’; itis clear from the Bhasya that ‘ pratisédha’ is the right 


reading, 
Nyāya Vol. 711. 150. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


-i SS ako ee 


Budsya—Vanitxa, 8-1-49 145 


Varlika on St. (49). 
[P. 887, L. 16 to P. 388, L. 8). 

It is not right to question ete. ete.—says the Sutra ; 
as a matter of fact, every Instrument of Cognition apprehends 
things as they really exist. The character of things (that we 
have put forward) are such as are perceived and inferred ; and 
Instruments of Cognition (like Perception and Inference) always 
apprehend things as they really exist. So that the question 
and denial urged by you—to what could they refer? In fact 
it is not right (to put forward such questions and denials), 
For instance, it would not be right to argue, that ‘just as by 
means of smoke we get the Cognition of Fire so should we get 
the Cognition of Water also’; or that ‘just, 


because 


as the Cognition 
Var. P. 388. of Water does not arise from that smoke, 
so would the Cognition of Fire also not arise 
from it. When you object to things as they really exist, 
you can only be disregarded. Whether there is obstruction or 
noneodstruction (of a certain thing by another thing) can be 
determined only by our perception or non-perception ; so that 
(in the case in question) from the fact that there is no percep- 
tion of things behind the wall and such things, it is inferred 
that there is obstruction by these things; and from the fact that 
there is perception of things behind glass and real things, it is 
inferred that there is no obstruction by these latter, (Bhasya). 
[The Vartika veverts to the discussion of the general 
fact as to Sense-organs being operative only by getting at the 
objects]—Objection—“ If the Visual Organ is operative by 
getting at the object, why is it that we do Hou eee the colly- 
rium applied to (and in contact with) the Hye ? 
There is no perception, we reply, simply because there is 
no contact with the organ (of vision). Itis only such things 
as are in contact with the organ of perception that are aa 
ed; and the collyrium is not in contact with the Organ of Vision ; 
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because the hodily encasement ithe Hye-ball, &e.) does not 
constitute the ‘ Organ’; the ‘Organ’ consists of Light, and not 
of the bodily encasement ; and the Collyrium is not in contact 
with the rays of Light (emanating from the Hye). 

EnD or SECTION (7). 


arema ; 


Section (8): 
[Satras 50—59] 
(Lhe Sense-organs one or many.) 
Bhasya on St. (50). 
[P 149, L. 2 to L, 6]. 


[Now the question arises |—Is there ouly one Sense- 
organ? or several Sense-organs?* Why should this doubt 
arise? [The Sūtra answers |— 

Sutra (50.) 
THE DOUBT ARISBS—BUCAUSE BY REASON OF SUB- 

SISTENOE IN SEVERAL PLACES, THERE SHOULD BE MULTIPLIC- 

yy’; AND YET A SINGLE COMPOSITE AOTUALDY SUBSISI'S IN 


SEVERAL PLACES. (St. 50.) 


See == — 
©The sequence of this section ia thus explained by the Parishuddhi— In the 
been established that the Sense-organs are made up of 


foregoing section, it having 
material substances, and that they are operative by contact,—it has next to be 
proved that there are goveral Seuse-organs ; aud the determination of this point 
is necessary as preliminary to what has gone before. For, if the Sense-organs aro 
oneonly—and not many—then they cannot be made up of material substances ; 
andif they are not material in their character, they cannot be operative by contact. 
` Because if there is only one Sense-organ, there would be no force in such reasonings 
as—' tho Visual organ must consist of Light, because from among Colour and other 


things it renders perceptible only Colour,’ and so forth ; and under the circum- 
stances it could not be proved that the Organ operates by coutact ; as it is only when 
the organ is proved to be material in its character that it can be held to be opera- 
tive by contact. The real purpose served by the present discussion is that 
when it has been proved that there are several Sense-organs, thea alone can there 
‘bo any force in such reasons for the existence of the Soul as—‘ by one and the same 


object is apprehended by the organs of Vision and Touch’ and like. 


+The Sūtra presents a difficulty. The wordsas they stand mean— We find several 
things occupying several places and also a single thing occupying several places.’ 
—But the Vartika and Tatparya are dissatisfied with this. The grounds for dissatis- 
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Asa matter of fact, we fi 


E nd that wh i 
are occupied, there are sever when different places 


i al substances ; and yet the Com- 
posite substance, though subsisting in several oea is one 


only. Hence in regard to the Sense-o I 
j ! 3 -organs, which are fownd 
to occupy different places, the said doubt arises, i 


faction wth this latter are explained b e Varti i i 

Tatparya ;—If we take the ee of hens ware a a 
tra a y stand, it would mean— 

“we have seen that when there is diversity of place there is multiplicity, as when 

several Jars occupy diverse places; and we also find a single thing oei 

several places, as when a single composite resides in several of its A 

But such statement would be open to the following objections—in clause (a) 


‘diversity of place’ ayrateqeq denotes the quality of ‘diversity’ as subsisting 


in the Place ; and in clause (b) the term ANAMA, the ‘character of occupy- 


ing several places,’ denotes a quality subsisting in something else, other than 
Place. But Doubt can ever 


arise from two qualities subsisting in two distinct 

things. For these reasons, the reasoning of the Sūțra could be resolved into one or 
other (not both) of the following; and neither would be right, Forif the reasoning 
is put in the form—(a) ‘ Doubt arises because we have seen multiplicity and unity 
when there is diversity of place’—then inasmuch as this quality of diversity would 
belong to the place, it would not belong to any one thing; and hence it would not 
be common to both (one and many) ; specially as what the Sūtra has pointed out 
tin clause b) is only the fact of the one thing having the quality of occupying 

` several places ; and it does not put forward the diversity as belonging to the Place ; 
—this latter has been put forward (in clause æ) only in connection with multiplic- 
ity. 1£, on the other hand, the reasoning is put in the form—(b)—‘ Doubt arises 
because we have found Unity and Multiplicity when things occupy several 
places ’—then the difliculty is that, as a matter of fact, there is no substance which 
occupies several places, each substance occupying only one place ; so that in this 

‘also the character would not be a common one; specially as what the Sūtra declares 
in clause (b) is the fact that the character of occupying several places indicates unity 
of the thing. As for the contingency when several Jars occupy several places 
this has been spoken of, in clause (a) as indicating diversity of place, and not the 
character of occupying several places. 

[For these reasons, the Bhdsya, ignoring the litera) meaning of the words of 
the Satra, which, would be apparently irrelevant, has explained ths Sūtra cocolon 
to its sense—says the Parishuddhi. Aud this sense is as; rendered in the nleo, 
The whole poiut of the differenca is that the ‘ occupying of Eeveral ploce: should 
be taken as belonging to the Sense-organs specifically, and pol to things am general, 
—and that of occupying of several places indicating multiplicity as well as singleness. 


The Bhasyachandra offers the following explanation :— 
earthy earth meq AT AAT FET TA: “ATTRA MAROTTA RTT ÙT 


array mafaa: Eis explanation of the compound avoids the difficulty 
Nz 
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Varlika on St. (50). 
[P. 388, L. 9 to P. 389, L. 6.) 


It has been proved that the Sense-organs are material in ` 


their character. Now arises the question—is the Sense- 
organ one ? or are they several ? 

The grounds for this doubt are set forth in the Sūtra. 
Some people (unmindful of what the Bhasya has said, speci- 
ally in its last sentence), explain the Sätra simply to mean 
that—‘ Multiplicity has been found when there is diversity 
of place, e.g. in the case of several Jars,—and a single thing 
has been found to occupy several places,—e.g., the Composite 
object? 

But the Doubt, put in this form, does not appear to be 
quite reasonable. “Why?” (a) If the ground of doubt is 
set forth in the form— because multiplicity and singleness 
have been found when there is diversity of place, —then, 
inasmuch ‘ diversity of place’ (being a property of the Place) 


raised in the Vartika}— Because multiplicity of Sensc-organs is indicated by the 
fact that it is found in several places ’—and mafia: wR AAT 
araTagana nara Ypa ; aed yet inasmuch as a single composite resides in 
“ several of its compovevts, it would seem that the Sense-organ is one only.’ 

The difliculty raised appears to be more verbal than real : What the Sūtra means 
is simply this—‘* wo find that when things occupy several places, they are many ; 
[eg., when the Jar and the Cloth occupy different places] ; and we also find a single 
thing occupying several places; cg, the Composite is single and yet it resides in 
several components; s0 that when we find tho Sense-organs occupying different 
places, there arises a Doubt as to whether they are several (like the Jar and the 
Cloth), or one (like the composite).’—as Vishvanatha puts it. And all that the 
Vartika insists upon is the fact that the Sūtra should be construed as simply putting 
forward the character of occupying several places—as belonging to the Sense-organs— 
as the property common to ‘one’ and ‘several,’ and hence giving rise to doubt as 
to tho Sense-organs being one or many. And even when we take the Sūtra as 
referring to things in general, tho implication is exactly this. 

Vardhamana, in the Nydyanibandhaprakdsha, puts the difficulty in a some- 
what different manner :—‘as the words of the Sūtra stand, the first clause mentions 
multiplicity due to diversity of place, and it does not make any mention of singleness 
(the, second factor of the Doubt) ; similarly, the second clause mentions singleness 
during diversity of place, and lt does not make any mention of multiplicity ; so that 
in either case, the Doubt remains unaccounted for °’, i 


ays Fol. LLE 154. 
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does not belong to any single object, it could not be regarded 
as the ‘common property’ (giving rising to the Doubt). (b) 
If, on the other hand, (in order to avoid this difficulty) the 
ground of doubt is set forth in the form—‘ because when we 
find the character of occupying several places, things are 
found to be one as well as several—then, there is this 
difficulty, that as a matter of fact no substance is ever found 
to be occupying several places, and to be several [each place 
being occupied by a single substance]; hence the character 
(of occupying several places) would fail to be common (to one 
Var. P. 389. and many); for even when we see several such 

things as the Jar and the like, what we see is 
only a diversity of place, and not (any thing) as occupying 
several places. 

This Doubt, which is found to be inexplicable according 
to both the possible explanations (of the words as they stand), 
becomes explicable when we take the Sūtra as referring to the 
Sense-organs as occupying several places; the form of the 
doubt being—whether there are several organs occupying 
several places? or only one organ occupying several places ? 
Such a doubt in regard to the Sense-organs could not arise, 
either (a) ‘ because of the diversity of place,’ or (2) ‘ because 
of (any single thing) occupying several places.’ | [As the 
former explanation would have it]. [Hence the only right 
way is to take the Sūtra as setting forth the two grounds as 
pertaining to the Sense-organs specifically, and not to things in 
ae Vartika, having explained the grounds of Doubt 
according to the Sutra and the Bhasya, sets forth another 
øround for the doubt in question ]— Thero is doubt also (a) 
paatna ihe Sense-organs are distinct from the Body, and also 
(b) because they are entities ; (a) As a matter of fact, we ae 
found that things distinct from the Body aro one—e.g. o 
Akasha—as well as several,—?.9. the Jar and such things ie 
(b) we have also seen that entities are one as well as several ; 
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—hoth these characters—distinctness from the Body, and being 
entities—are found presentin the Sense-organs; hence the 
said Doubt arises. 


Bhasya on Si. (51). 
[P. 149, L. 6 to P. 150, L. 5), 
[Purvapaksa]—‘ The Sense-organ is one,— 


“Tae Coranzous (TACTILE) ONLY, BECAUSE OF NON- 
ABSENCE. (St. 51.) 


“ The Cutaneous Organ is the only one organ ”,—says the 
Opponent. Why? “ Because of non-absence; that is, there 
“is no substratum of sense-organ which is not pervaded by 
“the Skin (in which the skin is not present) ; so that in the 
“absence of Skin there can be no perception of anything. 
“ Hence it follows that there isa single Sense-organ—the 
“Cutaneous (Tactile) Organ—by which all sense-substrata 
“are pervaded, and in whose presence alone the perception 
‘of things is possible.” 


[* Siddhanta]—The above is not right; because there is 
no perception (by the Tactile Organ) of the objects of other 
Sense-organs.f The distinctive feature of the Cutaneous or 
Tactile Organ is that it is the instrument of the perception 
of Touch; and when by means of this Tactile Organ, the 
Touch (of a certain thing) is perceived, there is no perception 


of the objects of other Sense-organs, such for instance, as’. 


Colour &c.—by such persons as are blind (devoid of the Visual 
Organ, even though endowed with an efficient Tactile Organ). 
[According to the Purvapaksa] there is no other Organ except 
that which apprehends Touch; so that (according to that 
theory) the blind man should perceive Colour &., exactly as 
he perceives Touch ;—as a matter of fact however, Colour &c. 
are not perceived by the blind ;—from which it follows that 
the Cutaneous Organ is not the only one Organ. 


[The view that the Cutaneous Organ is the only sense- 
organ having been shown to be untenable, the Parvapaksin 
oe ee 

° This is the Siddhanta put forward by the Bhasya ; the Sitrakara pro- 
pounds it in the next Sūtra. 

t The Bhasyachandra calls this ‘Sūtra’; but nowhere is it found as 


Sfitra. The Tatparya regards it as Sitra, It is interesting to note that the 
Parishuddhi states and criticises the view that this is a Sutra, 
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next advances the view that the various Sense-organs are 
ony pante of the one Cutaneous Organ]—“ The perception of 
n oe 

noke; , as a me act, the touch of Smoke is per- 
ceived (felt) by means of that particular part of the Cutane- 
ous Organ (skin) which is located in the Eye,—and not by 
means of any other part of skin; and similarly Colour, &c. 
also are perceived by particular parts of the skin ; and it is 
on account of the destruction of such particular parts that 
the blind fail to perceive Colour, the deaf fail to perceive 
Sound, and so forth.’’* 

Answer—What has been urged is not to right; as it in- 
volves a self-contradiction. Having asserted that—“ inas-: 
much as the Cutaneous Organ is not absent anywhere, there 
is only one Sense-organ,”—you now allege that ‘‘ the percep- 
tion of Colour &c. is obtained by means of particular parts 
of skin, just like the perception of Smoke ;” if this latter 
allegation is true, then the instruments apprehending the 
several objects of perception (Colour, Touch &c.) must be 
regarded as se’eral; for the simple reason that each of them 
apprehends a particular object of its own; as is proved by 
the fact that one particular object, (e.g. Colour) is perceived 
only when one particular instrument (the Hye or the Skin 
in the Hye) is present, and it is not perceived when the latter 
is destroyed, Thus your former assertion (that there is a 
single Sense-organ apprehending all things) becomes con- 


tradicted by the latter. 


he non-difference’ that you have pub forward (in 
Su. 51), as the reason (for the conclusion that there is only 
one Sense-organ ’) is also open to doubt. As a matter of fact, 
the substrata of the Sense-organs are pervaded by (t.e, com- 
posed of) the Earth and such other substances also; for m the 
absence of these substances there is no perception of things. 
From this it follows that there is no single Sense-organ—the 
Cutaneous or any other—which can bring about the percep- 
tion of all things. 

Varlika on Si. (51). 
[P. 386, L. 7 to P. 393, L. 8}. 
“ There is only one Sense-organ »—says the Opponent, 
Which one is that? 


© When the blind fail to per 
part ofskin which was in the Eye, 
has been destroyed. 


ceive Colour, itis only becuuse that particular 
and which was the means of colour-perception, 
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“Phe Cutaneous is the only one Sense-organ, because of 
“ non-absence,—says the Sūtra. What is this non-absence? 
‘What we mean by ‘non-absence’ is that the Cutaneous 
“ Organ is connected with the substrata of all sense-organs ; 
“that is, there is not a single sense-organ which is not per- 
“ yaded by the Skin.* Or, ‘non-absence ’ may mean con- 
 gomitance; the sense being that there is no perception by 
“ any sense organ except when the Skin is there. By reason 
“ of this non-absence, we conclude that the Cutaneous is the 
only one Sense-organ.” 


The above is not right; because there is no perception of 
the Objects of other Sense-organs—says the Bhasya. That is, 
the view put forward goes against actual experience (i.e. all 
evidence); t that is, one who asserts that there is only one 
Sense-organ contradicts actual experience, If the Cutane- 
ous Organ were the only sense-organ, there would he tactile 
perception of all things; so that Colour would be perceived 
by the blind, Sound by the deaf, and so forth; as a matter of 
fact however, no such perception takes place ; —hence it 
follows that the Sense-organ cannot be one only. 


The ‘non-absence’ that has been put forward as the 
reason is not valid; asthe reasoning based upon it [te. 
‘because the instruments by which all things are perceived 
are connected with the Cutaneous Organ, they should all be 
regarded as the Cutaneous Organ’] is not true; for as a 
matter of fact, the Substrata of the Sense-organs are found to 
be pervaded by, or connected with, several such things as the 
Barth and the like, which are not ‘ Sense-organs’ ; so that it 
isnot true that ‘anything connected with the substrata of 
gsense-organs must be the Sense-organ.’ 


* The third ‘na’ appears to be superfluous. 

+! Lokavirodha‘ means contrary to experience. But the Tatparya explains 
it to mean ‘ Pramānavirodha, contrary to all evidence ; and the reason for this 
explanation given by the Parishuddhi is that, inasmuch as the Sense-organs 
themselves fare not perceptible, they can not form objects of ‘ordinary 
‘experience,’ 
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“ It may be due to the destruction of the part.—That 
is, when the blind fail to perceive Colour, —or when the deaf 
fail to hear Sound,—this is due to the fact that a particular 
part of the Cutaneous Organ (by means of which Colour is 
perceived or Sound is heard) has been destroyed ; just as we 
find that the perception of Smoke being brought about by 
means of a part of the Cutaneous Organ, —when that parti- 
cular part of Skin in the Eye-ball is destroyed, there is no 
perception of the touch of Smoke.” 


his cannot be accepted, as it involves self-contradiction. 
Var. P, 390. When you say that— the perception of 
Colour &c., is brought about by means ofa 
part of the Cutaneous Organ, just like the perception of 
Smoke;”,—you contradict the assertion that “ there is 
only one sense-organ »- having previously declared that 
« the Cutaneous Organ is the only one sense-organ », you 
now assert that “ the perception of Colour &c., is brought 
about by means of different parts of the Cutaneous organ ”’; 
and in doing this you admit what you have sought to deny, 
The ‘parts’ have no existence apart from the ‘ Whole’; and 
those ‘ parts’ of the Cutaneous Organ that are regarded 
by you as the means of apprehending Colour &c.,—are diee 
of the nature of ‘ Sense-organs > or not ? “ What of this P 
Well, if those ‘ parts’ are of the nature of ‘ sense-organs , 
then all those being so many different Sense-organs, the 
Sense-organ cannot be one only ; if, on the otber ee 
‘ parts > are not of the nature of Boco onga: , then Co = 
&c., (which are perceived by their means) cannot be regard- 
ed as ‘ perceptible by the Senses A 
Sutra (52). 
[Sidghanta]—Is Is NOT TRUE [THAT THERE IS ONLY 


ONE SENSE-ORGAN] ; BECAUSE (SEVERAL) THINGS) ARE NOS 
+ 


D SIMULTANEOUSLY. (Su. 52). 
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Bhasya on Su. (52). 
[P. 150, L. 7 to L. 11.) 


[According to the view that there is only one sense-organ 
apprehending all things, what would happen would be that] 
the Soul would come into contact with the Mind, the Mind 
with the single Sense-organ, and the single sense-organ with 
all objects (Colour, Odour, Touch, Taste and Sound) ; so that 
(in every act of Perception), the contact of the Soul, the 
Ming, the Sense-organ and the several objects being present, 
fiero. would be perception, at one and tbe same time, of all 
these objects. Asa matter of fact however, Colour and 
such other cbjects are never perceived at one and the same 
time. Hence it follows that it is not true that there isa 
single sense-organ operating on all objects of perception. 

Further, by reason of the non-concomitance of the per- 
ceptions of things, it cannot be accepted that there is a single 
sense-organ apprehending all things ; if there were concomi- 
tance of | perceptions of several things, then no blindness &c., 
would be possible.* 


Vartika on St. (52), 

The Siddhanta view put forward is connected with the 
following Sttra—‘It is not true, because several things are not 
perceived simultaneously. For one who holds that thera is 
only one sense-organ, it would be possible to have the per- 
ception of several things at one and the same time. ‘‘How so P” 
Well, there would be present, (a) the contact of the Soul with 
the Mind, (2) of the Mind with the Sense-organ, and (c) of 


~ ¥The ditlerence between ! non-simultancity of perceptions’ urged before and the 


‘non-concomitance of perceptions’, urged now is not quite clear. Tlie distinction, 
according to the Vartika and the Parishuddhi, is that ‘nou-simultaneity’ is more gene- 
ral, referring principally to simultaneity of Perceptions ; the sense being that several 
perceptions cannot appear at the same time ; while ‘non-concomitance’ refers mainly 
to the objects perceived ; the sense being that the several perceptions do not always 
appear together ; ¿ e., it is not necessary that the perception of Odour must always 
be accompanied by the perception of Colour ; if that were so, then at the time that 
the blind map perceives Odour, he could have the perception of Colour also ; and 
he would not be blind at all. 


The Parishuddhi remarks that what the Stra really means to urge here is, not 
exactly the ‘non-simultancity of cogaitions’, but only the impossibility of several 
things being perceived at one and the same time. 
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the Sense-organ with all objects of perception ; so that out 


of these contacts of the Soul, the Mind, the Sense-organ and 


the several objects, there should proceed the perceptions of 
all those objects at one and same time. 


[The Vartika raises an objection against the Bhasya in- 
terpretation of the Sajra]—“ The above reasoning is not 
right ; as by that same reasoning, there should be the possibil- 
ity (also according to one who holds that there are several 
Sense-organs) of the appearing, at one and the same time, 
of the perceptions of several such objects as are perceptible 
by the same sense-organ. ‘That is to say, it has been urged 
that for one who holds that there is a single sense-organ, 
it being possible for the single Sense-organ to be in contact 
with several objects at one and the same time, there would 
be the absurd contingency of the perceptions of these several 
objects appearing at one and the same time ;—but exactly 
inthe same manner, for him also who holds that there are 
several Sense-organs, there would be the possibility of the 
perceptions of several things perceptible by any one sense- 
organ appearing at the same time.* The explanation that 
the Siddhantin may put forward will be equally availa- 
ble for the other party also. If, on the other hand, 
the contingency is not objectionable, then there is no point in 
urging (against the Purvapaksa) the contingency of ‘ the 
simultaneous perception of things’ [as is done by the Sutra, 
as explained by the Bhasya].” 


en, 


> According to the Parvapaksa, there isa single sense-organ apprehending all 
things ; so that whenever one thing is perceived all things could be perceived. True ; 


but according to the Siddh&nta also, though there are several Sense-organs, yet there . 


are several things perceptible by each of those several organs ; for instance, several 
kinds of colour are apprehended by the Eye, several kinds of Odour by the Nose; and 
so forth; so that according to this view also the contingency would b pee at 
the time that we perceive the Red Colour, our Eye is in contact with ah visible 
things ; so that the visual perception of all visible things should appear simultane- 
ously. So that the contingeney is equally possible in both views. 
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(A.) To the above objection some people offer the fol- 
lowing answer—[According to the Siddhanta] the simultane- 
ous perception of several things’ is not possible, because of 
the difference in the desire to cognise (which is the precursor 
of every cognition, and which can arise, at any one time, 
in regard to only one thing). * But the same may be said 
for us also. If the simultaneous perception of several things 
is avoided by you by reason of the difference in the desire 
to cognise, then this ‘ difference in the desire to cognise’ is 
certainly not barred against us either. So that what is 
necessary for the Sid@hantin is to find out some other reason, 
to account for the fact that perceptions cannot appear simul- 
taneously, even when the desire to cognise (several things is 
there).’? 

(B.) Others have put forward the fact of the Sense- 
organs being instruments. This answer (to the 
objection against the Siddhanta as put for- 
ward in the Bhasya) is as follows :—“ Because the Sense- 
organs are instruments (there can be no simultaneity of per- 
ceptions) ; itis in the very nature of the Instrument that, 
even though operated (by an intelligent agent,) it cannot per- 
form several operations at one and the same time ; and 
when it is not so operated, it does not act at all.” 


Var. P. 391. 


But this explanation also is equally available to both (the 
Purvapaksin and the Siddhantin); for him also who holds 
that there is a single sense-organ, this Sense-organ is not 
deprived of the character of ‘Instrument.’ For these rea- 
sons, itis clear that it is not right to urge (against the 
Puryapaksin) the fact that‘ things are not perceived simul- 
taneously ’ (as has been done by the Sétra).” 


[Having pointed out difficulties in the Bhasya presenta- 
tion of the Siddhania standpoint embodied in Su. 52, the 
Varlika introduces its own presentation of that standpoint] 
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—The Purvapaksin who holds that there is a single Sense- 
organ, should be questioned as follows, in regard to the 
several alternatives possible:—You hold that there is a single 
Sense-organ which apprehends all things; now does this 
single Sense-organ operate by contact, or not? “ What of 
that ™ Well, if it operates by contact, then you should say 
what that single Sense-organ is. If the Cutaneous (Tactile) 
Organ is that single Sense-organ, then there can be no per- 
ception of Colour and such other things, which can never be 
in contact with the Cutaneous organ. If it could apprehend 
Colour &c. without coming into contact with them, then the 
same would be the case with ‘ouch also [so that it would 
not be true that the organ operates by contact only.] If 
it be held that the organ operates half and half, both ways, 
—i. e., some things it apprehends by contact, and others 
without contact,—then it loses the character of ‘Instrument.’ 
« Well, let it lose the character of ‘Instrument’—What harm 
does that do to our position P” Now, it is in answer to 
this last argument of the Opponent that we have the Sutra 
(52) pointing out that—‘ what is put forward cannot be 
accepted, as it would involve the contingency of several 
things being perceived simultaneously se sense being 
that when the contingency of several things being per- 
ceived simullaneously is urged against the ; Sidghānțin, 
who holds that there are several sense-organs, his answer 18 
that no such contingency can arise, because the Sense-organs 
and no instrument can have several 
ame time] ;—while such an expla- 
sin, according to 


are“ instruments’ [ 
operations at one and the s 2 
nation is not available for the Parvapak i m 
whose view the Sense-organs have been deprived , abs 
character of ‘Instrumeub’ |and who finds noting ee 
able in this]. Further, the assertion, that ae Bee 3 
operates by contact, and it does not operate by co b 


self-contradictory. 
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Further, the Cutaneous Organ cannot be the only sense- 
organ, because of non-concomitance ; what is meant by ‘ con- 
comitance’ is that the perception of one thing by one person 
is accompanied by the perception of a second thing also; and 
if there be such concomitance, there would be no possibility 
of men being blind or deaf &c. 

Sutra (53). 

Tas CUTANEOUS ORGAN CANNOT BE THE ONLY SENSE- 
ORGAN ; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVE INNER CONTRADICTIONS. * 
(Sū. 53). 

Bhasya on Si, (55). 
|P. 153, L. 13 to P. 151, L. 5]. 


The Cutaneous Organ cannot be regarded as the only 
Sense-organ; as such a view involves inner contradictions : 
That is, it would mean that by that Organ, Colour &e. are 
perceived without being in contact with it ;—and if the organ 
is operative without contact (as it is ew-hypothesi, in the 
perception of Colour &c.), then it should be so in the per- 
ception of Touch also; or if Touch &. are apprehended 
by the organ by contact only, then Colour &e. also should be 
apprehended by contact only.t It might be urged that 
—" the Cutaneous Organ operates half and half, ” But, in 
that case, since no obstruction would be possible, any and 
every object would be equally perceived. ‘That is to say, 
if you mean that—“ Touch &c. are apprehended by the 
Cutaneous Organ only when they are in contact with it, 
while Colours are apprehended by it without being in con- 
tact with it,’—then (our answer is that), under such a 
theory (where apprehension is possible without contact) there 
would be no obstruction (to the operation of the Organ) ; 
and there being no obstruction, there would be perception 
of all colours, the hidden as well as the unhidden; nor would 


° The Bhé syachandra explains the term ‘vipratiséddha’ as ‘ vidhaya pratis edha, 
‘denying after affirming.’—i.e, contradicting oneself. 


This Satra is not found in Vishvanatha ; the Bhtsyachandra appears to treat 
it as Bhāsya;itis not found in Sitra Ms. D, norin the Puri Sutra Ms. It is 
found in the Nydayasichinibandha, and.the Vartika also treats it as Sutra. 


+ The right reading qrat Wea” is supplied by the Puri Ms. A. and B. 
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there be any ground for the well- 
there is perception of Colour near 
of Colour at a distance; that is 
organ apprehends Colour without 
then there would no reason for ¢ 
Colour is not perceived from a 
when near at hand. 


known phenomenon that 
at hand, and no perception 
to say, if the Cutaneous 
being in contact with it, 
he phenomenon that, while 
distance, it is perceived 
Vartika on Su. (58). 
(P. 391, L 18 to P. 392, L. 4.] 

The Cutaneous Organ etc.—says the Sutra, The rest is 
clear in the Bhasya. 

(A) Further, the derangement or destruction of one would 
make all perception impossible. That is, if there is only one 
Sense-organ, then if that one happens to be 
deranged, or destroyed, no kind of Perception . 
would be possible. 

(B) Also because there is no possibility of obstruction, If 
the Cutaneous Organ is the only one sense-organ, then no 
obstruction can have any force against its operation; and 
as a result of this even very remote things should be perceived. 


Var. P. 523. 


(C) There would ba no ground for the phenomenon 
that there is perception of Oolour near at hand, and no percep- 
tion of Colour at a distance. That is, if the Cutaneous Organ 
were ‘operative without contact, then there would be no 
reason why there should be perception of things close to the 
organ, and no perception of things remote from it. 


Bhasya on Sti (54). 
[P, 151, L. 5 to L, 14). 
a : F ee 
The multiplicity (of sense-organs) having been prove 
(indirectly) Erie canal of singleness, the Sūtra proceeds to 
propouud direct positive arguments 1n support of the same. 
[eeieEN Se a ie a 


© This sentence has been construed in two ways, by the Vartika :—(1) ekatva- 


F ee ; 
F i —nanatvasiddhau 
pratisedhat anantaram,— after having negatived singleness "—nanafvasieg 


sthapanihétuh upadiyate—‘the Satra propounds eee peace y ae 
lici a ale satisadhat nanatvasiddhau’ —' the multiplicity - 
plicity, ;—or (2) ‘ gkatvapratisedhat a 3 i 

One m been proved (indirectly) by the denial of singleness, the Sūtra 


proceeds to propounds direct argument in support of the same. 
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Sutra (54). 
BECAUSE THE OBJECTS OF THE SENSE-ORGANS ARE FIVE- 
FOLD. (Sti. 54). 


The term ‘artha’ stands for prayojana, ‘object’ or ‘ pur- 
pose’; and as a matter of fact, this ‘ object’ of the sense-organs 
is five-fold; that is, when Touch is apprehended by the 
Tactile Organ, that same organ does not apprehend Colour ; 
hence we infer the existence of another Visual organ, 
which serves the ‘purpose’ of apprehending Colour ; 
similarly when Colour and Touch are apprehended (by 
the Tactile and the Visual organs respectively), these 
two organs do not apprehend Odour; which leads us to infer 
a third, the Olfactory Organ, which serves the ‘ purpose’ 
of apprehending Odour ;—in the same manner, when the 


three (Touch, Colour and Odour) are apprehended (by the ` 


Tactile, the Visual and Olfactory organs respectively), these 
same organs do not apprehend Taste; hence we infer the 
existence of the fourth, the Gestatory Organ, which serves 
the ‘ purpose’ of apprehending Taste ;—lastly, when the four 
(Touch, Colour, Odour and Taste} are apprehended (by the 
the Tactile, the Visual, the Olfactory, and the Gestatory 
organs respectively) those same organs do not apprehend 
Sound; hence we infer the fifth, the Auditory Organ, which 
serves the ‘purpose’ of apprehending Sound. Thus, from 
the fact that the purpose of one sense-organ is not served 
by another, it follows that there are five Sense-organs. 


Vartika on St. (54). 
[P. 392, L. 4 to P. 393, L. 7.) 


The multiplicity of sense-organs having been proved by 
the denial of singleness, the Sutra proceeds to propound direct 
positive arguments in support of the same—says the Bhasya. 
“ But”—says the Opponent—“ we do not understand how 
multiplicity is proved by ‘denial’; for all that the denial 
can do is to show that singleness cannot be established; how 
does that prove multiplicity? Then again, inasmuch there 
can be no action or operation without a means or instrument 
(of accomplishing it) how can there be any denying (which 
is an action) of Singleness? All that the denial does is to 
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set aside the inferential reasonings in support of the Singleness ; 
it does not set aside either singleness or multiplicity. Under 


the circumstances, what construction can be put upon the 
passage of the Bhasya?” 


Answer : [The passage may be construed in two ways ]— 
(A) ‘Pratisédhat nanatavasiddhau’ should be construed 
as—‘pralisedhat anantaram nanatvasiddhau’; i.e., ‘after 
the denial, in support of the establishing of multiplicity the 
Sūtra propounds the argument because the purpose of the 
sense-organs is five-fold, ’ Or (B) the clause ‘pratisédhat 
nanatousiddhau’ may be taken to mean that ‘the denial of 
singleness having been proved by reasons supporting that 
denial, multiplicity also becomes proved by implication, in- 
directly. ’ 

“ What is the reason on which the denial is based?” 


The reason is that—‘ otherwise several things would be 
perceived at the same time’ (Si. 52). This is the reasoning by 
which singleness has been negatived. And the negative proof 
having been already provided there, the next Sūtra pro- 
pounds the positive proof.* 

Because the objects of the Sense-organs dre five-fold—says 
the Satra ; and the term ‘ artha’ stands for the * prayojana ° 
gc. &ce.—says the Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent :—“ This Sūțra has no semblance of 
reasoning at all. Why so? Because the probandum of a 
reasoning is that which is predicated by—forms the pre- 
dicate of—the Proposition ; so that the proposition being 


aa eG Boe AEs oe 
©The Parishuddhi remarks—Though the mere invalidating ot the premises 


does not entirely demolish the Proposition, yet, in a case ner une negativing of 
the Opponent’s proposition is accomplished, it implies the establishing: of the contrary 
of that proposition ;—this is what is meant by the Bhkdsya. Formally formulated, 
the reasoning would stand thus—‘In one body, the nmb of Sense-organs is 
not one,—because even though several things are in proximity, yet the Reteention 
of these comes gradually, one after the other, ang mot simultaneously pire case 
where the organ is one only, the perception of things in prosimy to it, does not 
appear one after the other ; as we find in the case of the Visual organ. 
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in the form ‘the Sense-organs are five’, the premiss 
‘ because the artha of the sense-organs is five-fold’ is entirely 
irrelevant ;—even when ‘artha’ is taken in the sense of 
prayojana,—and the premiss in the form ‘because the 
prayojana of the Sense-organs is five-fold ’—the irrelevancy 
remains. If (witha view to escaping from this difficulty) 
‘perceptions’ are made the ‘ subject’ of the Proposition 
[the Proposition being stated in the form ‘ perceptions are 
brought about by the instrumentality of five sense-organs’] 
then the probans (or premiss put forward) could not be 
valid (or relevant). The same thing happens if ‘ Objects ’ are 
made the ‘subject’ [the proposition being stated in the form 
‘Objects are apprehended by means of five sense-organs’].” 


Answer—The Sira may be the taken as stating the 
following resonings :—‘ In regard to Colour, Taste, Odour, 
Touch and Sound, the observer is one whose action (of per- 
ceiving) is brought about by several instruments,—because 
in the appearing of one thing after the closing of another 
he requires the aid of a different instrument ;—when- 
ever a person has several objects,he is always found to 
require the aid of a different instrument, when on the closing 
of one object there appears another object ;—e.g., when a 
man is proficient in several crafts, he needs a different im- 
plement when on the closing of the work of one craft, he 
takes up that of another ;—now in the case of Colour, Taste 
&c. also, we find that when one of them appears (is perceiv- 
ed) after another has ceased, there is always need of a differ- 
ent instrument ;—hence we conclude that in regard to 
Colour, Taste, Odour, Touch and Sound, the Observer is one 
whose action is brought about by several instruments,’ 


Sūtra (55). 
[ Obj ection |—‘‘ WHAT IS ASSERTED CANNOT BE ACCEPT- 


ED; BECAUSe THE ‘OBJECTS’ ARE MANY (AND NOT 
‘ Five’) ’—(St. 55), 
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Bhasya on Si. (55), 
[P. 151, L. 18 to L. 19.] 


[Says the Opponent]—* That there are five sense-organs 
cannot be regarded as rightly proved by the fact that the 
objects of the Sense-organs are five-fold ; —why ?—because the 
said objects are many. The ‘ objects ’ of the Sense-organs are 
several; e g., there are three kinds of Vouch—the cool, the hot 
and the neither-cool-nor-hot:; there are endless colours—in 
the shape of white, green and the rest ; there are three 
odours—agreeable, disagreeable and indifferent ; there are 
several tastes—the bitter and the rest ; Sound is diverse, 
appearing in the form of letters as also in that of mere in- 
distinct sound, In view of these facts, the man, who would 
hold the Sense-organs to be five on the ground of the cbjects 
of the sense-organs being five-fold, should also have to 
admit that there are many (more than five) Sense-organs, 
because the objects of the sense-organs are many.” 


Vartika on Si. (55). 
[P. 393, L, 9 to L. 15]. 

Whatis asserted cannot be accepted Sc. §c.—says the 
Sufra. This objection is raised against the Siddhanta in the 
form is which it has been put forward; and what is meant 
by this objection is to object to the number five. 

But in urging the objection the Opponent is not right, 
as he falls into self-contradiction; when he asserts that 
‘because the objects of the Sense-organs are many the 


‘Sense-organs must be many’ he goes against his former 


allegation that ‘ there is a single Sense-organ.’ 

The Opponent answers this charge as follows :—“ What 
is urged against us has no force; because we are advancing 
proofs ; that is, what we mean (by Su. 55) is, not to prove 
that there are several Sense-organs because the objects of 
the Sense-organs are fiye-fold,—and there would be self-con- 
tradiction only if we did this,—but simply to urge, in op- 
position to your argument that * becaus> the objects of the 
Sense-organs are five-fold, there must be five Sense-organs’, 
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the fact that, if it be held that the number of Sense-organg 
should be five because their objects are five-fold, then it 
should also be admitted that the number of Sense-organs 
should be many because their objects are many.” 


Sutra (56). 


[Answer]—InasMUCH AS (THE SEVERAL KINDS OF 
ODOUR ABE) NOTHING MORE THAN ‘ ODOUR,’ THERE CAN BE 
NO DENIAL OF ODOUR OR THE REST (AS CONSTITUTING THE 
€ RIVE SENSE-ORGANS °). (Sti. 56). 


Lhasya ou St, (56). 
[P. 152, L. 1 to L. 11). 


As a matter of fact, Odour (Colour, Taste, Touch 
and. Sound) have their exact extensions precisely determined 
through their respective communities (or genera) ;—so that 
the perceptions of these can be rightly regarded as indicat- 
ing the existence of distinct apprehending instruments, only 
when it is found that they (the perceptions) are. such as are 
not brought about by the same (or similar) instruments.* 
Further, the argument that has been put forward (in Su. 54) 
has for its subject the ‘ perceptible things ’ as grouped under 
well-defined heads, and not individual things, severally ; while 
your denial (in Si. £5) of the number * five‘ as applied to 
‘perceptible things’ refers to individual things regarded 
severally. Consequently the denial cannot be regarded as 
as rigbt and proper.7 


the two Puri Mss. and in the Bhasyachandra, and also supported by the Bhasya 
below. 


F All Odours are apprehended hy the same organ ; hence they are grouped under 
one head,’ and regarded as ‘one’, similarly with Colour, Taste, Touch and Sound. 
Hence those five groups justify the assumption of five ‘Sense-organs.’ The Opponent 
takes each Odour as a distinct unit, and for each such unit he would have one organ ; 
and hence he does not agree to restrict the number of organs to five only. But when 
all Odours are actually found to be apprehended by the same organ, there is nothing 
to justify the assumption or several organs for the apprehending of Odour. 
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“But how do you know that Odour and the rest have 
their extension precisely determined through their respective 
communities ?” 


Well, as a matter of fact, the three kinds of Touch—the 
cool, the warm and the  neither-warm-nor-cool—are all 
grouped (and unified) under the single community of 
‘Touch’; so that when we perceive the cool Touch (by the 
Tactile organ), the perception of the other two kinds of 
Touch—the warm and the neither-warm-nor-covol—cannot 
indicate, or justify the assumption of, other instruments 
(distinct from the said Tactile organ); for the simple reason 
that all the several kinds of Touch are as a matter of fact 
perceptible by the same instrument ; that is, the other two 
kinds of Touch also are actually perceived by means of the same 
organ as the cool Touch. Similarly, all kinds of Odour are 
included under the single group ‘ Odour, all kinds of Colour 
under ‘ Colour,’ all kinds of Taste under ‘ Taste’ and all 
kinds of Sound under ‘ Sound.’ As for the perceptions of 
Odour (Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound) on the other. hand, 
each of these is found to be obtained by means of a different 
kind of instrument; and as such they indicate so many 
different organs, From all this it becomes established that 
‘ because the object of the Sense-organs are five-fold, there 
are five Sense-organs.’ 


Vartika on Su. (56). 
(P. 393, L. L5 to P. 394, L. 2]. 


The answer to the objection urged (under St, 55) is given 
in the next S#éra (56), which says—Inasmuch as ge. ge. 
Odour &c., have their extension determined through the 
communities of ‘ Odour ’ and the rest ; and they do not indi- 
cate the presence of any other instruments except those that 
bring about their own perception. All those entities in 
which the community of * Odour ’ subsists are found to have 
their perception brought about by a single (same) organ; 


sia R; ; 
hence the sub-divisions of Odour)— agreeable’ ; ‘disagreeable 


and ‘ indifferent ’,—(being all perceptible by means of the 


same organ) cannot point to any other organs of perception. 
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Similarly with the others (Colour and the rest). The rest 
is clear in the Bhasya, 


Bhasya on Su. (57). 
[P. 152, L. il to L. 14.] 

[Says the Opponent]—“If things can be grouped under 

‘2 community, then it follows that all the Sense-organs 
G SHOULD BB REGARDED AS ‘ONB, THEIR (SEVERAL) 

(¢ oRJROTS BEING NO MORE THAN ‘ oBsEcT’ (Su. 57). 

« That is to say, all objects being included under the single 
“community of ‘object’ [the ‘objects of the Sense-organs’ are one, 
from which it follows that there is only one Sense-organ].” 

Vartika on Si. (57). 
[P. 394, L. 2 to L.7.] 

“ Tf things can be grouped under a single community, then tt 
follows that there is only one Sense-organ; since their objects are 
no more than ‘object. The meaning of this is that there is 
no incongruity (in the Pirvapaksa view that there is a 
single Sense-organ}. 

Sutra (58). 
[ Answer]—Not so; BECAUSE OF THE FIVEFOLDNESS 

— (a) OF THE SIGNS (OB INDIGATIVES) IN THE SHAPE OF PeR- 

OEPTIONS, (b) OF THE LOCATION, (c) OF THE PROCESS (OPEBA- 

TION), (d) OF THE SHAPE (MAGNITUDE) AND (e) OF THE CON- 

STITUENTS. (Si. 58). 

Bhasya on Si. (58.) 
[P. 152, L. 16 to P. 158, L. 8]. 

As a matter of fact, objects are never found to have their 
extension determined through the community of ‘ Object’ ; 
and hence they cannot all be inferred as perceptible by any 
single organ, independently of other organs; in the case of 
Odour, &c., on the other hand, we find that they do have their 
extension determined by their respective communities, ‘ Od- 
our’ and the rest; and as such they are inferred as percep- 


tible—each by a distinct Sense-organ. Hence what is urged 
(in Su, 57) is entirely irrelevant. 
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This is what is described in detail in the Sutra :— 


(A) Because of the fivefoldness of the signs in the shape of 
Perceptions; what indicate the existence of Sense-organs 
are our own perceptions, since the presence of Sense-organs 
is proved only by the perception that we have of certain 
things ;—this has been already explained in the Bhasya 
on Sti. 54, which speaks of the ‘ fivefoldness of the objects of 
Sense-organs’ ;—thus then, inasmuch as the ‘indicatives of 


Sense-organs,—the shape of perceptions, are fivefold, the 
Sense-organs must be five. 


(B) The location also of the Sense-organs are fivefold : (1) 
The Tactile Organ, which is indicated by the perception of 
Touch, has its location throughout the body ; (2) the Visual 
Organ, which, as issuing out of the body, is indicated by 
the perception of Colour, has its location in the pupil of the 
Eye ; (8) the Olfactory organ has its location in the nose; (4) the 
Gestatory organ has its location in the Tongue; (ò) the Audi- 
tary Organ has its location in the cavity of the Har ;*—all this 
being proved by the fact that the five organs have their exis- 
tence indicated by the perceptions of Odour, Taste, Colour, 
Touch and Sound. 


(C) On account of the fivefoldness of the processes also 
there is diversity in the sense-organs: e.g., (in visual percep- 
tion) the Visual Organ encased in the pupil issues outside 
and then gets at the objects possessed of Colour; the Organs 
of Touch (Taste and Odour) on the otber hand are themselves 
got at by the objects, which latter reach the Organs by the 
movements of the body in which the Organs exist; while the 
contact of the Auditory Organ with the Sound (heard) is 
obtained by reason of this latter proceeding in a series. 


(D) ‘ Akriti, shape’, stands for the exact limit or ex- 
tent of magnitude; and this is found to be fivefold. The 
Olfactory, the Gestatory and the Tactile Organs have their 


STS ao | ST En An x 2 
°The Bhisyachandra remarksthat, inasmuch as the Auditory organ consists 

of Akdsha it is not right to locate it in the Bor-cavity. To avoid this difficulty, it 

offers other explanations of the compound ‘ karnachhidradhisthanam’: (1) 


‘ chhidram’, ‘cavity’, stands fora particular form of contact; and ‘karna’ stands 


for an object made up of earth-particles : and ‘adhisthana’ stands for auxiliary ; 
hence the whole compound means ‘that which has for its axiliary an object made 
up of earth-particles’: —or (2) ‘that which is the adhisthina,—substratum,—of the 
contact of the Ear ’.—Both these interpretations would apply to the Akasha. 
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shape or magnitude restricted to their respective substrata 
(in the body ; the shape of the Olfactory organ is the same 
as that of the Nose, and so forth),—and are inferred (as dis- 
tinct from the perception of their objects ;—while the Visual 
organ, though located in the pupil, moves out of the socket 
and pervades over the object ;—while, lastly, the Auditory 
Organ is nothing other than Akasha itself, and like Akasha, 
is all pervading,—being inferred only from the perception 
of Sound; and yet this Organ manifests or renders audible 
only certain particular sounds,—being restricted in its scope 
by the substratum (body) in which it subsists, by reason of 
the force of the peculiar faculties (of Merit and Demerit) 
belonging to the person concerned.* 

(E) By Jdti, ‘Constituent’, is meant ‘source’; the 
< sources’ or ‘ constituents’ of the Sense-organs are five, in 
the shape of the rudimentary substances, Barth (Air, Water, 
Light and Akasha’, It follows therefore that, because 
the ‘ constituents’ are five, the Sense-organs also must be 
five. 


Vartika on Si. (88). 
[P. 394, L. 5 to P. 395, L. 7.] 

What has been urged (in St. 57) has no force, as it has 
been already answered ; 7. e., it has already been answered 
by what has been said under Si. 54. For the purpose of 
explaining this same point we haye the next Sitra— Not so, 
because of the fivefoldness vf («)—the signs Sc. fc. Se. 

(A) How ‘ perceptions’ are the ‘signs’ or indicators, 
of the Sense-organs has been already explained in St. 56. 

(B) The Sense-organs must be several,—because they 
have distinct locations ;—things with distinct locations are 
always found to be distinct; eg., there is diversity of 

location in the case of several jars ;—there is similar diver- 
sity of location in the case of Sense-organs ;—hence these 


© Though the Auditory organ is nothing more than the all-pervading Akasha ; 
yet it cannot apprehend all Sounds in the world, because its scope is restricted by 
the disabilities of the body in which it subsists,—-this connection of a particular 
organ with a particular object being determined by the merit and demerit of the 
man to whom it belongs. 
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must be several. According to the theory that there are 
distinct locations for the several Sense-organs, when the 
location of one organ is destroyed, another organ remains un- 
affected, resting in its own distinct location ; so that this 
theory involves no incongruity.* 


(C) On account of the diversity of processes,—in formulat- 
ing the argument this reason should be stated in the form 
‘ because the processes of the Sense-organ are diverse’ the 
undesirable contingency involved in the contrary view may 
be pointed out hero also, as before. 


(D) ' Shape’ stands for the exact extent of magnitude ...the 
Olfactory : the Gestatory and the Tactile Organs have there mag- 
nitude restricted to their respective substrata—says the Bhasya. 
The Visual Organ, issuing out of the Hye-socket, pervades 
over the object ; and is thus of larger magnitude (than the 
aforesaid three organs). The Auditory Organ, which is only 
Akasha, is restricted in its operations by the limitations of 
its location ; Akasha becomes connected with (located in) 
the Har-cavity, which is found under the influence of Merit 
and Demerit, and which (on that account) becomes the means 
of the apprehension of Sounds, agreeable, disagreeable or 
Sim, 1B BAR indifferent ; and what renders Sound audible 

is only the Akashu thus connected with the 
Har-cavity, and not as connected with any other orifices of the 
body, like the mouth and the rest ; nor is the Sound render- 
ed audible elsewhere (than in the War-cavity) ; and it is for 
this reason that the Auditory Organ is affected favourably 
or otherwise by what is done to the Har-cavity ; for so far 
as the Akāsha itself is concerned (which constitutes the 


Auditory Organ), it is eternal, and as such cannot be affect- 


© This incongruity will be present in the theory that all Sense-organs have the 
same location ; as in that case the destruction of one location would nitu the destruc- 
tion of the location of all Sense-organs ; so that the removal of the Eyes would 
put an end to allsense-perception | 
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either favourably or unfavourably. The greater or less effi- 
ciency also of the Auditory Organ is due to this same reason. 

(E) ‘ Constituent’ stands for ‘source’—says the Bhasya. 
The sources of the Sense-organs are five ; the five substances, 
Earth &c., are the sources of the Sense-organs. What is 
meant by these being the ‘sources’ of the sense-organs is 
that the sense-organs ure of the nature of Barth &c.,—and 
not that they are the products of these; because Akāsha 
(which forms the Auditory organ) being eternal cannot be 
the product of anything. 


Bhasys on St. (89). 
[P. 1538, L. 9 to L. 15.] 


(The Sarkhya asks]—‘‘ How do you know that the 
Sense-organs have their source in the rudimentary substances, 
and not in Unmanifested Primordial Matter?” 


[The answer is given in the following Svtra.] 
Sutra (59). 


THE SENSE-ORGANS ARE REGARDED AS BEING OF THE SANE 
NATURE AS THE RUDIMENTARY SUBSTANCES, BECAUSE THERE 
IS PEROEPTION (BY THEIR MEANS) OF THE SPECIFIC QUALITIES 
OF THESE SUBSTANORS. (Si, 59). 
In the case of Air and the other rudimentary substances 


we find that there is a restriction as to the perception of 
particular qualities; e.g. Air serves to manifest Touch; 


Water serves to manifest Taste; Lightserves to manifest ` 


Colour ; as for Earth, one earthy thing (oil, f. 7.,) serves to 
manifest the odour of another earthy thing (the kurkuma, 
f.i.,);—this restriction as to the perception of the specific 
qualities of rudimentary substances is found in the case of the 
Sense-organs also [¢.g. the Olfactory Organ manifests Odour 
only, the Tactile Organ Touch only, and so forth]; hence from 
the fact that there is restriction as to the perception of the 
the specific qualities of Rudimentary Substances, we conclude 
that the Sense-organs have their source in (are constituted 
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by) those Substances, and notin Unmanifested Primordial 
Matter. * 


Vartika ou Si. (59). 
[P. 395, L. 7 to I. 18.] 


Question :—“ How do you know that the Sense-organs 
have their source in the Rudimentary Substances, and not in 
Unmanifested Primordial Matter ?” 


This question has no force; asit has been already answered ;- 
it has been already explained (under Su. 30) that the Sense- 


organs do not have their source in Unmanifested Primordial 
Matter. 


Th eSense-organs are regarded ete., ete.—says the Sutra, The 
‘specific qualities of the Rudimentary Substances, are Odour,’ 
Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound; these are called ‘specific’ 
because they serve to specify (and distinguish the substances 
from one another); e.g., Earth is distinguished from Water and 
the rest by the presence of Odour; Water is distinguished 
from the rest by the presence of Taste, and so forth. Accord- 
ing to both parties, a restriction is met with, in the case of 
the external substances Earth é&c., as to the manifestation 
of their specific qualities; and there is similar restriction 
as to Odour &c. being manifested by the Olfactory and 
other Organs respectively. Hence from the fact that there is 
perception of the specific qualities of the Rudimentary Sub- 
stances we conclude that the Sense-organs have their source 
in those substances. 


© The Tétparya makes the following observation. By the declaration that there 
are only five Sense-organs, it is implied, that the other five— Hands, Feet &c-—which 
also have been regarded as ‘ Sense-organs ’—are not ‘Sense-organs ;’ and the reason 
for this lies in the fact that they do not fulfill the conditions of the ‘Sense-organ ;’ 
these conditions are—(1) that they should be connected with the Body, (2) they should 
be distinct from the defects cf sanskaras an1 (3) they should be the direct instruments 
of cognition ; and those (specially the last) are not present in Hands, Feet, &c. 
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“But which Organ is of the nature of which sub- 
stance P” 


That Organ which serves to manifest the specific quality 
of a particular Substance is of the nature of (has its source 
in) that Substance, so that the Olfactory Organ is of the 
Barth, because it serves to manifest Odour,—like the exter- 
nal Earthy Objects ; similarly with the rest. 

End of section (8). 
Section (9). 
(Satras 60—71). 
Examination of the ‘ Objects’ of Sense-organs. 
Bhasya on St. (60) and (61). 
[P. 153, L. 15 to P.154, L. 7]. 

It has been mentioned* above (in St J-1-14) that Odour 
&e., are the qualities of Barth , and inasmuch as this asser- 
tion would be true if Barth &ec., had each only one quality, 
as woll as if they had several qualities,t the author of the 
Sūtra adds the following Sitras— 


ee T e Ș— 


2 What this refers to is not the mere ‘mention’ ‘ uddésha’ of the Objects; it 
apparently rofers to their ‘definition’, ‘Jaksana.’ The Tatparya says—‘ with a view 
to examine the nature of objects, the Bhasyakara recalls the definition provided under 
Su. 1-1-14’; the mere ‘mention’ of ‘objects’ has been made under 1-1-1. The 
Parisuddhi adds that the purpose underling the examination of the ‘objects’ is the 
proving of the main thesis that there are several sepse-organs', as also the discarding 
of the objections against the definition of Earth &c. 


+ Here the author propounds the doubt that forms the basis of the present 
enquiry : As regards the assertion in Si. 1-1-14, it may mean, either—(1) that each 
one of Odour, Colour &c., belongs to each one of Earth, Light &c.; or (2) that among 
Earth and the rest, some have one quality, some two ; or (3) that all belong to all._— 
Vartika. On this the Parishuddhi remarks—The question is—Is the assertion in 
Si, 1-1-14 meant to be restrictive (of one quality to one substance)? or alternative (one 
possessing one quality, one several and so forth) ? or cumulative (all possessing all)? 
Orthe doubt may bein regard to Odour, Colonr, &c.;—some qualities are common 
to all substances, some belong to only a few ;—to which of these categories do 
Odour &c. belong ? . 
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Sūtra (60) and (61). 
From amona Opour, Tastre, Cotour, Touch AND 
SoUND,—THOSE ENDING WITH ToucH BELONG To BARTH 
(Sa. 60); AND [FROM AMONG THOSE ENDING WITH Touca) 


EXOLUDING FROM THE BEGINNING, ONE BY ONE, THEY BELONG 


3 ine 
RESPECTIVELY To Water, LIGHT AND MATER ; AND TO 


AKASHA BELONGS THR LATTER. (St. 61).* 


‘From among those ending with Touch’—this term, 
with its (former Nominative) case-ending changed (into the 
Genitive)—has to be consirued along with Su. 61. t 


To Akāshabelongs the laiter—i.e. Sound »s—(50 called) in refer- 
ence to those ending with Touch. $ “Whythen is the comparative 
sufix ‘arap’ used [when the reference is to the four 
qualities of Odour &c., while ‘ tarap’ is used when one thing 
is referred to one other thing]? ” The word isan indepen- 
dent positive adjective (and not a comparative term 
ending with ‘ tarap’) and all that it signifies is ‘that which 
cones after’; and in Bū. 1-1-14,—where all five are 
mentioned—‘ Sound’ comes after ‘those ending with 
Touch.’ Or, the word may be taken as a relative term,— 
the reference ‘being to ‘Touch’ only; the meaning being 
‘among those ending with Touch, that which is last, 2. e. 
Touch,—in reference to this, Sound is ‘ latter.’ 


Vartika on St. (60) and (61). 
[P. 395, L. 19 to P. 396, L. 15]. 


Tt has been asserted above that Odour &c., are the qualities 
gh Earth and the rest; and this assertion is equally compat- 


These are two a a to the Vārtika and also according to the 
Bhasyachandra. 


+This term is necessary in Su. 61 ; and it can be brought only from the foregoing 
Sūtra ; there however it has the Nominative ending: hence when construed with 
Su. 61, its case-ending has to be charged. The meaning is that Earth has Odour, 
Taste, Colour and Touch ; Water has Taste, Colour and Touch ; Light has Colour 
and Touch ; Air has only Touch. 


$ The term ‘ sparshaparyantébhyah’, with the case-ending changed, being brought 
in from the preceding Sūtra, 
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tible with (a) restriction, (b) option, and (c) cumulation; 
(a) by ‘restriction’, each one of the qualities would belong to 
each one of the substances; (b) by ‘option’, some of the 
substances may have one, while others have two or three 
or four qualities; and (c) by ‘cumulation’ all the qualities 
would belong to all the substances. With a view to specify 
which of these views is correct, we have the two Siitras, 
which restrict the qualities to the several substances, Four 
qualities belong to the Barth; and one less than that to 
Water; one less than that to Light; and one less than that to 
Air. 


‘From among those ending with Touch’—this term with 
its case-ending changed has to be construed etv. etc.—says the 
Bhasya, “What is the effect of this?’ We get ata 
construction wherefrom we obtain the meaning that—‘ From 
among those ending with Touch’—1. e., after them—comes 
‘Sound’, which belongs to Akasha. “Tn that case the 
comparative suffix favap cannot be right; as itis always 
found to be used between two things ; in the present instance, 
if it means ‘one among many’, we should have the superla- 
tive form uffamah.” 


Well my good Sir, the term is not a comparative adjective 
ending in the suffix ‘¢arap’; it means simply that which comes 
after ; ‘uttarak’ being synonymous with ‘parak? Or,“ the 
word may be taken as a relative term, the reference being to 
Touch only ;—so that the term may be taken as ending in 
the comparative suffix ‘ tarap’. “But we have already said 
that if the term is a relative one, it should be uttamah (and 
not witarak).” That is not right; as the reference is to 
‘Touch’ only; the sense being that ‘ Touch’ is later than 
‘ Odour, Taste, Colour and Touch’, and ‘Sound ’ is later than 
‘ouch’, this is what is meant by the term ‘uftarah’. 
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Sutra (62). 

[The Purvapaksin objects|—“‘ THE VIEW EXPRESSED 
OANNOT BE ACOBPTED ; BECAUSE ALL THE QUALITIES (ATTRI- 
BUTED TO THE SUBSTANCES) ARE NOT APPREHENDED (BY THE 
SENSE-ORGANS CONSTITUTED BY THEM).”’ 


Bhasya on Si. (62). 
[P. 154, L. 9 to L. 11.) 


[The Purvapaksin, holding the view that each one of the 
substances, is possessed of only one quality, objects to the 
view put forward in the preceding Sufra—‘ The said 
distribution of qualities is not right.—Why ?—Because as 
a matter of fact, all the qualities that have been attributed 
to the various substances (under the preceding Sūtra) are 
not apprehended by the Sense-organs composed by those 
substances. For example, by the Olfactory organ, which 
is composed of Earth, all the four qualities ending with Touch, 
are not apprehended ; it is Odour alone that is apprehended 
by it. Similarly with the others also.” 

In what manner then are the Qualities to be distributed P 
—asks-the Siddhantin. 

[The Purvapaksin answers this question and propounds 
his theory in the next Sūtra]. 


Vartika on Si. (62). 
[P. 396, L. 17 to L. 19). 


“ The said distribution of the qualities is not right ;—Why ? 
—Because all of the four qualities, Odour and the rest, attri- 
buted to Earth are not really apprehended by the Olfactory 
Organ, which is composed of Harth. Similarly all of the 
three qualities attributed to Water are not apprehended by 


the Gestatory Organ, which is composed of Water ; nor 


are both the qualities attributed to Light apprehended by 
the Visual Organ, which is composed of Light.” 


How then are the qualities to be distributed ? 
[The Parvapaksin answers the question in the next 
Sūtra}. z 
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Sutra (68). 
[The Pirvapaksin says]—“ Inasmuch as FACH 
OF THE QUALITIES SUBSISTS, ONR BY ONE, IN BACH OF THE 
—- SUBSTANCES, ONE ARTER THR OTHER,—THERE IS NO AP- 
PREHENSION OF THR OTHERS,” * (St. 63.) 


Bhasya on Si. (63). 
[P. 154, L. 14 to P, 155, L. 2). 


« As a matter of fact, from among Odour (Taste, Colour, 
Touch and Sound), each subsists, one by one, respectively 
in Earth, (Water, Light, Air and Akasha), Hence ‘there 
is no apprehension of the others’—i.e., (a) ‘of the other 
three qualities,’ (0) ‘ of the other two qualities’ and (c) ‘of 
the other quality’; that is to say, (a) there is no appre- 
hension, by the Olfactory Organ, of Taste, Colour and 
Touch,—(b) there is no apprehension, by the Gestatory Or- 
gan, of Colour and Touch,—(c) there is no apprehension, 
by the Visual Organ, of Touch.” 


Question—lf such is the case, then, how is it that the 
Rudimentary Substances (Harth and the rest) are actually 
perceived as possessing several qualities ? 


Answer—‘ The perception of several qualities is due to 
admixture *; that is, that T'aste and the other qualities are 
perceived in Earth is due to the Mixture (i.e., presence 
therein) of particles of Water and the other substances. 
Similarly with the others.” 


Vartika on Si. (63), 

“Inasmuch as each of the qualities ete. ete.—says the 
Sūtra. Since each of the Kudimentary substances is possessed 
of only one quality, itisonly one quality that is perceived 
by means of each sense-organ. This is what is meant by 


29? 


Sutra phrase ‘one by one . 


9 The right reading is UHRA as found in Sa. Ms. D, in Puri Sutra. Mes. A and B ; 
in Ny@yasich tnibandha, and also in the Vartika. 


+ This is printed as Sūtra ; but no such Sitra is found anywhere; and from the 
Bhasya below (e. g.) itis clear that the Pzrvapaksa consists of only three Sutras. 
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Question—If such is the case, then how is it that tae rudt- 


mentary substances are actually perceived as possessing several 
qualities ? 


Answer—* The perception of several qualities is due to 
admixture ;—that is, Earth is associated with Water and the 
other substances; that is why it is perceived as possessed 
of several qualities. Similarly withthe rest. ‘l'here is no 
thing incongruous in such mixture of the five substances.” 


Bhasya on St. (64). 
[P. 155, L. 2 to L. 7]. 


(The Siddantin asks] —If such be the case, then there 
should be no restriction; inasmuch as there is no restrict- 
ion in the association of the substances, there should be no 
such restriction as that ‘Earth has four qualities,’ ‘ Water 
has three qualities’, ‘ Light has two qualities’ and ‘ Air has 
one quality.’ 

[The Pirvapaksin answers]—‘ Certainly, restriction 
is possible.’ — How? 
Sutra (64). 


« BECAUSE THE PRECEDING IS PERMEATED BY LHE SUCCEEDING,” 
—(Sū. 64). 


«Asa matter of fact, among Earth (Water, Light, Air 
and Akasha!, that which precedes is permeated by what 
succeeds it; and on account of this (restricted) mixture or 
association, there is restriction (in regard to the qualities).* 


« All this is to be learnt from the account (contained in 
the Puranas) of the creation of things; and it cannot be 


+ Earth is permeated by all the other four substances ; hence all those qualities 
are found iu it ; Water is permeated by all but Earth, hence it is found to possess 
all qualities except Odour ; and so with rest. ; 

This is the explanation of the 7é! parya. The Bh@syachandra explains the 
Sūtra as— Earth is permeated by Water &c., and Water by Barth &c. But this is 
not in keeping with the Bhasya. 
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directly known now {by us; since the matter is beyond the 
reach of our mind).”’ * 
Varltika on Su. (64). 
[P. 397, L. 8 to L. 12.) 


Question—If it is asthe Pūrvapaksin puts it, then there 
should be no such restriction, as that it is Earth alone, and 
not other substances, that possess four qualities ; because there 
is no restriction in the nature (of the substances). 


Answer— Certainly, the said restriction is not impos- 
sible; becanse the preceding is permeated by the succeeding— 
says the Sufra. That is the ‘preceding’ (Barth) is per- 
meated by the ’ succeeding ’—i,2., Water and the rest; and 
and the ‘succeeding ’— Water &c.—are not permeated by 
the ‘ preceding ’™— Earth &c. ‘Permeation’ is a particular 
kind of contact, [and it is by reason of this peculiar form 
of association of the substances that there is the said restric- 
tion as to the qualities perceived in each of them]. ” 

Sutra (65). 

(Siddhanta]—Nor so; secause tHe EARTHY AND THE 
AQUEOUS SUBSTANCES ARE BOTH ACTUALLY PERCEIVED [WITH 
DISTINOL QUALITIES OF THEIR OWN.]f (St 6è). 

Bhasya on St. (65). 
[P. 156, L. 9 to p. 186, L. 14]. 
€ Not so —denies all that has been stated in the preceding 


three Sufrus. And the reasou for this denial is given in the next 
phrase—Jdecause lhe Harthy Substance (| Barth) and Aqueous 


* Such is the explanation given by the Tatparya. The Bhasyachandra explains 
that all this peculiar creation, in which the substances are associated together 
in this peculiar fashion is the result of God’s peculiar powers ; avd hence it cannot 
be questioned ; it must be accepted as true, as described in the Scriptures. 

+ The Bhasya has provided four explanations of the Sūtra, embodying the follow- 
ing four statements—(a) Earth and Water are actually perceived, (b) they are per- 
ceived with distinct tastes, colours and touches ; (c) tbey are perceived with distinct 
qualities of their own; and (d) Bach of the Substances, Earth, Water &c. is perceived 
as mixed up with the rest. Wehave adopted (c) alone in the translations, as it is 
the widest, and as such practically includes the others, 
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Substance (Water) are both actually perceived. [If the Purva- 
paksin theory were true, and each of the Substances had 
only one quality, then] according to the principle that 
‘Perception is due to large magnitude, to composition by 
several components and to Colour,’ the Luminous Substance 
(Light) alone would be perceptible, and not either Harth or 
Water ; since the two latter are devoid of Colour (according 
to the Purvapaksa, and the presence of Colour is a nec- 
essary condition of perceptibility).* As a matter of fact 
however, Earth and Water are as perceptible as Light. Nor 
will it be right to attribute the presence of several qualities 
in a substance to its association with other substances ; 
because if one holds that the perceptibility of Earth and 
Water is due to the presence therein of such Colour as 
belongs to another substance (Light) which is mixed with 
it,—then, for him, Air also should be equally perceptible; 
or you should find some explanation for the restriction (that 
while Earth and Water are perceptible, Air is not per- 
ceptible) [the condition of perceptibility, in the shape of 
mixture with Light, being equally present in all the three]. 


(B) Or, the clause ‘because the Harthy and the Aqueous 
are perceived’ may mean ‘because distinct tastes of Earth 
and Water are perceived ; i.e.,as a matter of fact, the taste of 
Earth is of six kinds, while that of Water is only sweet, and 
this could not be, if the two were actually mixed up. Or, 
because distinct Colours of Warth and Water are perceived ; 
while if the Colour of Earth and Water were due only to the 
Colour of the Light mixed up with them, {then such Colour 
would serve only to illumine (render perceptible) other things, 
and it would itself not be illumined (and perceived) ; fF as 
a matter of fact however the Colours of Earth and Water are 


© ven according to the Opponent, Barth, Water and Light are held to be per- 
ceptible by the Bye ; but according to the view that cach substance has only one 
quality, Earth would have Odour only, and Water would have Taste only ; so that 
both of these being devoid of Colour, would be invisible; and Light would be the 
only visible substance. Nor will it be right to assert that the visibility of Barth 
and Water is due to their association with Light. For such association, according 
to the Parvapaksa, is present in Air and Akasha also ; so that these two also should be 
perceptible by the Eye. ~—Tdatparya. 

+ For the Colour of Lightis only While-light, which, while itself not perceptible, 
renders other things perceptible. Hence if the Colour in Earth and Water were only 
the Colour of Light, it would not be itself perceived ; while the Colour of Barth and 
Water are actually perceived; these Colours must belong to something other tlan 
Light. 
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actually perceived, as being of several kinds and only one 
kind respectively ; e.g , the Colour of Earthy things is of 
several kinds, green, red, yellow and so forth ; while the 
Colour of Water is only white, and that also illuminative 
in its character :—such a phenomenon is never found in 
the case of Substances consisting only of the mixture of 
several substances, each endowed with only one quality. 

The Sūtra has mentioned ‘Earth’ and ‘Water’ only 
by way of illustration. The same is true of other things 
also which we proceed to show in detail: The reason for 
our denying the Pirvapaksa is—decause of Barth and Light, 
distinct touches are perceived; ie., the touch of Earth is 
neither-hot-nor-cold, while that of Light is actually perceived 
as hot; and no such phenomenon would be possible if both (Harth 
and Fire) were mixed up with Air, which is neither hot- 
nor-cold. 


(c) Or, the phrase, ‘ because the Earthy and Aqueous 
substances are perceived,’ may mean that both these sub- 
stances, Barth and Water, are actually perceived with distinct 
qualities of their own ; e. g. Earthy things are perceived with 
four qualities, and Aqueous things are perceived with oaly 
three ; and from this we conclude that the constituent Barth 
(of the Earthy Substance) is also endowed with those same 

- (four) qualities ; because the finished product is indicative 
of the nature of its cause, which, by reason of its being the 
cause, is regarded as modifiable (into that product). Simi- 
larly, inasmuch as the Earthy and Luminous Substances 
are perceived as possessed of distinct qualities, we conclude 
that the constituents of these also must be possessed of these 
same distinct qualities. 


(d) Or, [The St#fra may be explained to mean that] 
a difference is actually perceived between Harthy and 
Aqueous substances, both of which are distinctly perceived ; 
that is to say, it is actually perceived that Harthy Substances 
are mixed up with Water (Light and Air),—that Aqueous 
Substances are mixed up with other two substances (Light 
and Air),—and that Luminous Substances are mixed up 
with Air; and nob a single substance is over found to be 
possessed of a only one quality. 


As for the reasoning propounded in Sa. G4— “ because 
the preceding is permeated by the succeeding [restriction 
of qualities becomes possible] ”—it is no reasoning at 
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all; because we do not find in it any reason leading up 
to the conclusion,—on the strength whereof we could 
accept the proposition, As for the assertion (made by 
the Opponent, in the Bhasyx, P. 155, L. 7)—“ that the pre- 
ceding is permeated by the succeeding is to be learnt from 
the account, contained in the Puranas, of the creation of 
things, and it cannot be directly known now’’—is not 
right; because there would be no ground for the restric- 
tion [that Odour only should subsist in Earth, that it 
subsists in Harth only, and so forth].* Further, it is actually 
seen even now that ‘the preceding substance is permeated 
by the succeeding ; e.g. Light (Fire) is permeated by Air 
[so that the assertion referred to is not true, being contrary 
to a fact of perception]. Then again, ‘ permeation’ is only a 
kind of contact, and this is equal to both; so that there 
can be no explanation for the fact that, while Light becomes 
endowed with Touch by reason of its being permeated by 
Air, Air does not become endowed with Colour, though it 
is permeated by Light. Further, it is actually seen that the 
Touch of Air (which is neither hot-nor-cold) is suppressed by 
the Touch of Light (which is hot), and becomes imperceptible 
(by reason of that suppression) ; and certainly a thing cannot 
be suppressed by itself [and this is what the said phenomenon 
would mean if the touch of Light were due to its permeation 
by Air; as in that case the said suppression would mean that 
the Touch of Air is suppressed by the Touch of Air]. 


Vartika on St. (65), 
[P. 397, L. 12 to L. 17.) 


Not so, because the Barthy and the Aqueous substances 
etc., etc., says the Stfra. The denial is meant to negative 
the three immediately preceding Siitras. He for whom 
each of the substances is endowed with only one quality, 
for him only a thing consisting of Light would be percep- 
tible, as it is only such things that would possess Colour 
(which is essential for visual perception); aad neither Earthy 


© The Bhasyachandra explains the passage as translated. The Ratearya offers 
asomewhat different explanation :—* There is no evidence erordiag to you, in 
support of the view that Odour subsists in Darth only ; for theZouly ae ae 
you propound are against such a conception ; hence the account of the creation 


: a igs s 
of things, referred to you, must be taken as figurative, not literally true. 
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nor Aqueous things would be perceptible, as none of these 
would possess Colour. 


Tt has been explained in the Bhasya how this Sttra can 
be treated as affording several meanings. 


Bhasya on Su. (66). 

(156, L. 14 to P. 157, L. 5.] 
flaving thus repudiated a theory opposed to all reason, 
the Stra next turns to answer the argument (put forward 
under Si. 62)—that “ the view cannot be accepted, because 
all the qualities (attributed to Substance} are not apprehended 

by the Sense-organs constituted by them ” :— 

Sūtra (66). 

INASMUCH AS FROM AMONG THE QUALITIES [oF THE 
ORGANS OF OLPAOTION, @ESTATION, Viston, 'TACTION AND 
AUDITION] THERE IS AN EXCESS. (IN EACH ORGAN) OF EACH 
oF THE QUALITIES [Opour, ‘laste, Corour, TOUCH AND 
Sounp], ONE BY ONE, IN THE ORDRR IN WHICH THEY ARE 
MENTIONED, —FACH ORGAN IS REGARDED AS PREPONDER- 
ATING IN THAT QUALITY.% (Sti. 66). 


a We have translated the Sära according to the interpretation of the Bhagya. 
The Vartika does not accept this view,.on the ground that—“ if the predominance 
of an Organ consisted of its apprehending a certain object, then all Organs would be 
equally predominant; for every Organ apprehends its object. But the Vartiku 
apparently misunderstands ithe expression tattatpradhanam of the Bhdsya: 
it does not mean that each of the Organs respectively is predominant, as theVartika 
seems to take it—but that each of the Organs has that for its predominant quality, 
and this predominance is indicated by the Sense-organ manifesting that only ; and this 
ig not open to the objection urged in the Vartika. Further, the Vartilka explanation 
has no point ; if the Olfactory Orga is predominant, as endowed with the largest 
number of qualities (four),—what can that have todo with its apprehending Odour 
only, which is the point at issue? In fact that it is endowed with four qualities 
should make it capable of apprehending all those qualities. The Patparya has 
attempted to justify the Vartika’s interpretation. 

The Bhdsyachandra follows the Vartika ; but Vishvantha accepts the Bhasya. 
Vardhamana also in the Nyayanibandhaprakdsha, offers the following explanation 
of the Sitra—‘ Inasmuch as among the qualities of the Olfactory and uther Sense- 
organs, there is an excess of the preceding over the succeeding qualities, each of the 
Organs is predominant through that quality, hence it cannot apprehend all qualities ; 


' it can apprehend only that quality (in its manifested form) whose presence imparts 


to it the said predominance. 


F ia 1 - Nyaya Vol. 111. 188. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


Brisya—Vartiks, 3-1-66 183 


Hence [because of the fact mentioned in the Sūtra] there 
can be no apprehension (by any sense-organ) of all qualities. 
Among the qualities of the Olfactory and other Organs,—1.e., 
among Odour and the rest—there being an excess (in each 
Organ) of the preceding quality (over the succeeding 
qualities)—each organ is regarded as preponderating in 
that quality. 

“« What does this predominance mean ?” 


It means that the Organ is capable of apprehending 
that object. 


“What is meant by the ‘eacess’ of a quality in an 
Organ?” 

[t means that that Organ has the capability of mani- 
festing (rendering cognisable) that quality. 

[The meaning of the Sūtra thus is as follows|—Just as 
the external substances of Earth, Water and Light,—which are 
endowed respectively with four, three, and two qualities—are 
capable of manifesting, not all these qualities, but only 
Odour, Taste and Colour, respectively ;—and this on account 
of the fact that in the substances there is an excess of the 
qualities of Odour, Taste and Colour respectively ,—in the 
game manner the Organs of Olfaction, Gestation and Vision,— 
which are endowed respectively with four, three and two 
qualities,—are capable of apprehending not all qualities, 
but only Odour, ‘Taste and Colour respectively,—and this 
on account of the fact that in each of the Organs there is 
an excess of those qualities, Odour, Taste and Colour res- 
pectively.— Hence {inasmuch as the Organs are not possessed 
of the capability of apprehending all qualities] there can be 
no apprehension, by the Olfactory and other Organs, of all 
qualities. 

[On the other hand] If one holds that—* the Olfactory 
Organ apprehends Odour, because it 2s endowed with Odour, 
and so on with the Gestatory and the Organs ”—then, ib 
should be possible—for each of the other Organs, ‘of Olfaction 
and the rest, to apprehend all the qualities that 1t 1s endowed 
with» [which would not meet the Opponents objection]. 


o Under the theory noticed—according to which the fact that the Olfactory 
Organ apprehends Odour, because itis possessed of Odour, and not because there is 
an excess of Odour in it—the Organ should apprehend all the four qualities of 
Odour, Taste, Colour, and Touch, with which it is held to be endowed. So that the 
contingency of one Organ apprehending all qualities would remain possible. 
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Var tika on St. (66). 
[P. 397, L. 17 to P. 398, L. 8]. 

Having thus repudiated a theory opposed to all reason, ete., 
etc. says the Bhasya. There being an excess of the preceding 
quality over the succeeding, each Organ is regarded as prepon- 
derating in that quality—says the Satra; hence there can be 
no apprehension (by any one organ) of all qualities. That is, 
among the Olfactory and other organs, the preceding is 
more important than the succeeding, * 

“ In what does this importance consist ?” 

It consists in the organ being endowed with four (three or two) 
qualities. í l 

“Wherein does the excess of a quality consist ? ” 
It consists in the organ’s capability of manifesting (rendering 
perceptible) its own quality; that is, when one thing is 
distinguished by the presence of a quality, that quality, by 
virtue of that thing being capable of manifesting a like 
quality, is regarded as being there in excess ; as we find in 
the case of external substances. Similarly in the case of 
Sense-organs also, we find a restriction as to each of them mani- 
festing only one quality. Hence there can be no apprehen- 
sion (by any Sense-organ) of all the qualities. 

He, who holds that the Olfactory organ apprehends 
Odour because it is endowed with that quality, cannot escape 
from the absurd contingency that one sense-organ would 
apprehend all qualities. 

Bhasya on Si. (67). 
[P. 157, L. 5 to L. 12.] 
The question now arises—‘‘ To what is this restriction due 


__ —that only one organ is composed of the Marth ; and not all? 
—that only a few are composed of Water and Light particles, 
i and not all ? ”t Answer— 


The Vartika interprets the argument differently from the Bhdsya. 

+ The qnestion simply means that one organ (the Olfactory) is held to be 
composed of Barth, the Gesiatory Organ of Water, the Visual Organ of Light, 
and so forth; now to whatis all this restriction due? Agreeably to this, the 


Nyaya Vol. 111, 190. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


Ne a tree a 


Buadsya—Vanrika, 3-1-68 185 


Suélra (67). 
HP = 
HE RESTRIOT r 
eae E RESTRICTION [AS TO ONE ORGAN BEING COMPOSED 
r HARTU, AND SO FORTE ; 
- i SO FORTH) IS DUE TO PREPONDERANCE 
[i.e. sixcuLaRTY}*— (Su. 67). 


tr mati i 

eaten eae oi any thing] there is a coming 

(amalg on) of such distinct substances as are 
capable of bringing about the requisite thing—this amalga 
tion being regulated by the destiny (merit-demeril) ae wea 
(to whom the thing is to belong); it is this ainleanulenee 
distinct substances that constitutes the ‘preponderance’ [which 
means ‘singularity ’]—of the thing; the word ‘ preponder- 
ance ’is found to be used in the sense of ‘singularity ’ or ‘excel- 
lence’ ; e.g., an excellent thing is called ‘ preponderating.’ For 
instance, such things as Poison, Medicinal Plant, Gem and so 
forth, which are produced under the influence of the destiny 
of Men, are capable of accomplishing distinct purposes ; 
and all things do not accomplish all purposes. Inthe same 
manner, when the Olfactory and other organs are produced, 
they are capable of apprehending only certain distinct things, 
—and not all things, 


Vartika on Su. (67). 
[P. 398, L. 9 to L. 16.) 


Question.— Why is it that every Harthy Substance is not 


regarded as the Olfactory Organ >” 
uestion as— Whence do you get at the restriction that it is 
dour?” The Vartike and Vishvanatha 


Vitparya puts the ‘q 
the Olfactory Organ alone that apprehends O 
y—‘ Why is not every substance composed of Earth 


> The Bhasyachandra and the Nydyastlra- 
siwplest form—* What are the reasons for 
as composed of Barth, the Gestatory Organ 
With the exception of the Vartika and 


put the question different 
regarded as the ‘ Olfactory Organ ’ 
vivarana put the question in the 
regarding the Olfactory Urgal alone 
alone as composed of Water and so forth 2” 


Vishvanatha, all are in agreemont with the Bhasya. 


has explained the expres 


a The Bhasya 
riority or singularity. 


due to supe 
g ‘simply preponderance ? 
as ol Earth, because Barth forms the preponderating 


mean prubyistaleat, 
to: take ib as Zmeaain 
Olfactory Organ is regarded 
clement in its constitution. > in view 
ion as‘ preponderance, which is its natural s 


rendering as a parenthetical explanation. 
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sion ‘ bhayastuat’ of the Stitra 
Would it not besimplerot 
—the argument ‘being that t the 


of this we have translated the said express- 
ignitication, and placed the Bhasya- 
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With a view to account for the restriction (why only one 
Earthy substance is regarded as the Olfactory Organ) we 
have the Sutra—The restriction, ete., etc. 


Question. —“ What is this preponderance (spoken of in the 
Siitra)?” 

Answer.—The ‘ Preponderance’ of a thing consists in the 
amalgamation of such distinct substances as are capable of 
bringing about the requisite thing, such amalgamation being 
regulated by the destiny of men. The word ‘ preponderating ° 
is ofton used in the senso of excellenca or singularity; as in 
ordinary language an ‘excellent’ thing is called ‘preponder- 
ating. Such ordinary things as Poison, Medicinal Plants, 
Gems, &c., capable of accomplishing distinct purposes, are 
produced under the influence of the destiny of men. 

Bhasya on Sut. (68). 
[P. 157, L. 12 to L. 18.) 

Question- “Why is it that the Sense-organs do not 
apprehend their own qualities Ps 

[Tho answer is given by the following Satra]— 

Sutra (68). 
BECAUSE IT IS ONLY AS ENDOWED WITH QUALITIES THAT 

HE QWNSH-URGANS ARE WHAT THEY Agu. (Su. 68.) 

The Olfactory and other organs donot, as a matter of fact, 
apprebend their own qualities, Odour and the rest. If you 
ask—“ Why is this so?”—our answer is that it is only as 
endowed with their respective qualities that the Olfactory 
and other Organs are regarded as ‘ Sense-organs.’ That is 
to say, the Olfactory Organ apprebends outside Odour, only 
when it is itself accompanied by Odour which serves the 
same purpose (of making perceptible the Odour, of other 

, “things) as the organ itself; so that it cannot apprehend its 


ve 


# Tf, for instance, the Olfactory Organ is,as the Siddhantiu holds, endow- 
ed with Odour, how is it that the Organ does not perceive this Odour -present 
in itself?” 

Vishvanatha introduces the Sūtra somewhat differently :—‘ The Sūtra pro- - 
ceeds to prove that the Scnse-orgaus are actually endowed with the qualities of 
Odour, &c.’ 
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own Odour, for the simple reason that in this the necessary 
auxiliary (in the shapo of its own Odour) would be wanting. 


Similarly with the other sense-organs, 
Vartika on Su. (68). 
[P. 398, L. 16 to P. 399, L. 2.] 
Question—* How is it $c.—That is, for what reason do 
the Olfactory and other organs not apprehend their own 
Odour, &c. ?” 


lnswer— Because it is, ctc., ete.—says the Sūtra--That 
ihe Sense-organ is an organ only as equipped with its quality ; 
what is without a quality cannot baa Sense-organ, It is for 
this reason that a Sense-organ does not apprehend its own 
quality. 

Bhisya on Si. (69). 
[P. 157, L. 18 to L. 22.] 
If it be held that—“ the Odour of tho Olfactory Organ 


would itself be the requisite auxiliary also,’—then oar 
answer is— 


Sūtra (69). 
Buoause A THING CANNOT BE APPREAENDED BY ITSELF (Su. 69) ;— 


there can be no apprehension, by the Sense-organs, of 
their own qualities. In fact, the assertion made is exactly 
like the statement—* Just as an external substance 1s appre- 
hended by the Kye, so, by the Hye, that samo Ryo itself 
should be apprehended”; for in both cases (the apprehen- 
gion of the Wye by itself, and of the organs quality by it- 
self), the causes of requisite apprehension are Ri 
lie, The quality, forming an integral part oi Bhe ee 
organ, cannot be apprehended by the same organ ; nothing 
can operate upon itself |. 


Varlika on St. (69). 
[P. 399, L. 2 to L. 13.] 


If the Odour were an auxiliary of the Olfactory Organ, , 


as well as a thing apprehended by it,—then, because a thing 
cannot be apprehended by itself—[there can be no appre- 
hension, by the Sense-organ, of its own quality]. 1f the Sense- 
Nyaya Vol. ITT, 393. 

12 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


+ 188 Innn Tooucut : Nydya-Soqra. 


organ were to apprehend its own Odour, then this Odour 
could not be ‘ perceptible by a Sense-organ’ ; for while appre- 
1 hending its own Odour, the Sense-organ would be appre- 

hending itself; since Odour forms its very essence; and 
| certainly there is no instrument in the world that operates 
j upon itself; so that the assertion of the Opponent is 
| wanting im any corroborative instances. Further, it is 
| i never directly perceived that the Odour of the Olfactory 
| Organis apprehended by that same organ. Then again, 
| why do you not put the question—“ Why is the Olfactory 
Organ not apprehended by itself P?” You do not put 3 
simply because such apprehension is never found to appear ; 
that is to say, youdo not put the question because the 
Olfactory Organ is never found to apprehend by itself. 
And exactly in the same manner, inasmuch as the Odour 
of the Olfactory Organ is never found to be apprehended 
by itself, —it is not right to put the question why the Sense- 
organs do not apprehend their own qualities. Because 
the reasons for non-apprehension—the absence of tbe re- 
quisite causes—are the same in both cases.* 

Vartika (70). 

[Objection]—* Waat 1s ASSERTED CANNOT BE AC- 
CEPLED; BECAUSE THE QUALITY OF SOUND 1S ACTUALLY 
PEROBIVED.”—(Sii. 70.) 

Bhasya on Si. (70). 

[P. 158, Li. 2—3.] 
| «Tt is not true that the Sense-organs do not apprehend 
| Y their own qualities; because Sound is apprehended by the 
l Auditory Organ, and yet ib 1s its own quality [Sound 


being the quality of Akasha, and the Auditory Organ being 
- nothing other than Akasha).” 


ae ema 


————— 


“Oe 
o Vishvanatha explains the Satra differently : The presence of Odour &c. in 
the Sense-organs having been established, the Sätra proceeds to show that we infer 
that these qualities are unmanifested, from the fact that they are not perceived ;—the 
meaning of the Sūtra being that the Sense-organ cannot apprehend its own quality. 
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Vārlika on Si. (70). 
[P. 399, Ll. 15—16.] 

* What is asserted cannot be accepted, because cte.—says the 
Sulvd. It is not right to say that the Sense-organs do not 
apprehend their own qualities; because Akāska (a the form 
of the Auditory Organ) does apprehend its own quality, 
Sound. 


Sulra (71). 
Ansiwer—THb SAID APPREHENSION IS DUE TO THE 
PACT OF THE QUALITY (SOUND) AND suBSTaNce (AwAsita) 
BEING UNLIKE OTHER QUALITIES AND SUBSTANCES. Sw. ‘71), 


Bhasya on Si. (71). 
[P, 158, L. 5 to L. 10.) 


As a matter of fact, it is not as endowed with a particular 
Sound that Akdsha becomes the (Auditory) Sense-organ pos- 
sessed of a quality *; and Sound is not the manifester of 
Sound [so that the Auditory organ consisting of Akasha 
differs from the other organs consisting of Barth &., because 
it is only as possessed of Odour that Earth constitutes the 
Olfactory organ, and so forth; while Akasha forms the 
Auditory organ by its very nature ;—and Sound also differs 


from @dour]. 


Further, that the Olfactory and other organs apprehend 
their own qualities is known neither by Perception, nor by 
Inference; while as regards the Akasha of the Auditory 
organ, we do know, by Inference, that Sound is apprehended 
by it; and Sound is the quality of Akasha. The inference 
that leads to this Cognition is that which operates hy elimi- 
nation: [among the Substances that could he regarded as 
the Auditory organ, to which alone Sound could belong as 
a quality] the Soul is the hearer, and not the instrument (of 
hearing) {Hence the Soul can not be the Auditory organ];— 
if the Mind were the Auditory organ, then (Mind being imper- 
ishable) there would be no possibility of deafness;—as regards 
Earth (Water, Light and Air), though they have the capacity 


s having Sound for iis quality that the Auditory 
nature is the Auditory organ Akasha, 


o That is, it is not by reason of it 
organ is an organ of perception ; by its very 


. The quality of Sound that belongs to Akasha of the Auditory organ could not be the 


same that is apprehended by it. 
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of becoming (composing) the organs of Olfaction and the 
rest, they do not have the capacity of forming the Auditory 
organ ;—Akasha thus is the only snbstance left ;—hence it ig 
concluded that it is Akasha that forms the Auditory Organ. 
Vartika on Si. (71). 
[P. 399, L. 16 to P. 400, L. 16.] 


Our answer to the objection (in Sti. 70) is as follows:— 
lt is not as endowed with Sound thatthe Auditory organ is 
regarded as a Sense-organ; that is, though it is only as 
endowed with their respective qualities that the other organs 
are regarded as Sonse-organs, yet, such is not the case with 
Akasha ;—Why ?—because Sound is unlike other qualities, and 
Akasha is unlike other substances. This is what is meant 
by the Sdtra(?1). What is meant is that Sound is not 
the manifester of Sound, nor is Akasha, with a 
quality, the Auditory Organ. 


Var: P, 400. 


“ What thon is the Auditory Organ ?” 

Jt is Akasha itself. This is learnt by elimination: (1) 
The Soul cannot, be the Auditory Organ; because being the 
Agent, tho Soul can be only the auditor, and not the Auditory 
Organ. (2) Nor can Mind be regarded as the Auditory Organ ; 
for if the Mind were that organ, thea there would be no pos- 
sibility of deafness; and further, inasmuch as Mind operates 
upon all things, the Anditory organ also would operate 
upon (and apprehend) all things. (3) Nor can Earth &., be 
regarded as the Auditory organ; because these are taken up in 
the constitution of the Olfactory and other organs; as a 
matter of fact, Earth &c,, are taken up in the composi- 
tion of the Olfactory and other orgaus; so that if Earth 
&e., formed the Auditory Organ, Sound would fail to be 
perceived, if there were any derangement in the Olfactory 
and other organs! (4) If the Tactile Organ were the Auditory 
Organ, there would be no possibility of deafness [as total 


destruction of all Skin would be impossible]! And a total 
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annibilation of all slain (tactile organ) would mean death. 
(3) 1f Space and Time formed the Auditory Organ, then 
poung, being the quality of something other than that (Space 
and Time), coud not be apprehended by that organ! [Sound 
belongs to Akasha, while the Auditory Organ consists of 
Spaco and Time, not of Akasha, ex-hypothesi). If (with a view 
to escape from this difficulty) it be urged that Sound isa 
quality of Space and Time,—then the only quarrel between us 
is that of names; for Akasha (according to us also) is only 
that of which Sound is a quality; and the only difference 
between us is that you* give it a different name ‘Space and 
Time’. Ifit is not so, then what you assert (in regard to 
Sound being the quality of Space and Time) means the total 
denial of Akdsha,—the quality of Sound (as asubstratum 
whereof alone is Akasha postulated) subsisting (according 
to you) in something else. If Sound subsists in something 
else, then Akasha becomes rejected; as apart from Sound 
there is nothing that could indicate the existence of Akisha ; 
as there is in the caso of Space and Time, whose existence 
is indicated (proved) by the qualities of Priority, Posteri- 
ority and the like. 


Thus then, there is no other substance loft (which 
could ba regarded as constituting the Auditory Organ]. Nor 
can Qualities be regarded as the Auditory Organ; nor 
Actions; nor Community, Individuality or Inherence; because 
none of these is found to be endowed with the requisite apti- 


tude. Nor, lastly, can it be held that there is no such thing as 


the Auditory Organ; as its existence is positively indicated 
So that the only 


(proved) by the perception of Sound, onl 
thing that remains is Akasha. Hence it follows that it is 


Alcasha that constitutes the Auditory Organ. 
Thus Ends the First Daily Lesson of Discourse lll. 


SS 
Vartika reads WIAA, for HAAT. 


SS 
© The Bhasyachandra quoting the 
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Discourse III. 
Daily Lesson II. 
Section (1). 
Transient Character of Buddhi—Oognition. 
(Sttras 1—9). 
Bhasya on St (1). 
[P. 158, L. 12 to P. 159, L. 5]. 


Tho Sense-orguns and Objects 
now it is the turn of the Examin 
* And the first question that 
or non-eternal ? 


have been fully examined ; 


nation of Buddhi, Cognition. 
arises is—Ig Cognition eternal 


“ Why should there be this doubt?” 
Sutra (1). 


Tue DOUB? ARISES BY REASON OF THE SIMILARITY (or 
Coanition) To Action anv Agisua. (Si. 1). 


(a) The ‘similarity’ of Cognition to Action and Akasha 
consists in intangibility; (b) and further, in Apprehension 
we donot perceive any such definite character as either 
liability to production and destruction—which would mark 
it as non-eternal—or the contrary [i.e non-liability to pro- 
duction and destruction] which would mark it as eternal; 
hence [all necessary conditions of Doubt, described under 
Siti. 1-1-23, being present] the said Doubt arises. 


©The Agent (Soul), the Instrument (the Sense-organs) and the Objects of Appre- 
hension or Cognition having been duly examined, it is now the turn of the examina- 
tion of the nature of Cognition or Apprehension itself—Bhdasyachandra. 


The things outside the Body having been examined, the Author next proceeds to 
examine those within the Body,—says the Parishuddhi. On this Vardhamana 
makes the following observations :— 


When it is said that the things now going tobe examined exist ix the Body, it 
cannot mean that they subsist or inhere in it, as in thissense Cognition and Mind 
cannot be said to exist in the body; nor can it mean that they are in physical 
contact with it ; as this would not_be true of Cognition, and also because many external 
things also,are in contact with the Body. What is meantis that the coming 
Lesson deals with such“ objects of Cognition as are distinguished by the character 
of being the cause of experiences in connection with the Body. Such examination 
is conducive to that Disgust for things which is a necessary step towards Final 
Release. 
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Vartika on Si. (1). 
[P. 401, L. 4 to L, 10]. 
The Sense-organs and the Objects have been examined ; 
a next it is the turn of Cognition to be exa- 
ar. p. 401, © 


mined. And the first inquiry that is stated is as 
regards the character of Cognition—is’ it eternal or non- 
eternal?—The mere existence of Cognition having been 
already proved [there is no need for enquiry as whether or 
not there is any such thing as Cognition]. On 
this point the author of the Sūtra explains the grounds for 
Doubt. The Doubt arises &c. &e—says tho:Safra. The 
character common to Cognition and the two things mention- 
ed in the Satra consists of intangibility. In Cognition we 
do not perceive any such definite character as either liability to 
production and destruction—which could mark it as won-eternal 
—or the contrary, which could mark it as eternal— says the 

Bhasya. Honce there arises the said Doubt. 

Bhasya on Sti. (2). 
[P. 158, L. 17 to P. 159, L. 19). 

[An objection is raised against the above question ]|—‘‘ The 


doubt put forward is groundless; it is a fact known to every 
living being that Cognition is transient, being just like 
Pleasure and such experiences; every man has such notions 
as—‘I shall know’ ‘I know’ and ‘I have known; ’ and the 
connection with the three points of time (involved in these 
conceptions) would not be possible if Cognition were mot 
liable to production and destruction [So that it is not true 
that we do not find in Cognition the liability to produc- 


tion and desiruction];* hence, inasmuch as Cognition is 


LOTH 

The three notions mentioned imply that there is production of Cognition 
(as involved in the notion ‘I shall know,’ which ineans that the cognition shall 
be produced), there {is continuity of Cognition (as expressed by ‘ L know’ ‘ which 
means that Cognition is present), and there is destruction of Cognition (as 
expressed by ‘I have known,’ which means that the Cognition has come to au end).— 
Bhasyachandra, 

The Tatparya puts the question somewhat differently :—‘‘If by ‘Buddhi’ in the 
present context, you mean the individual cognition of things, then the whole discuss- 
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related to all three points of time (being, as it is, liable to 
production, existence and destructién), it follows as an estab- 
lished conclusion that Cognition is non-elernal. Further, 
in the Nyāya-sūtra itself it has been asserted as a well-subs- 
tantiated fact—(a) that ‘ Cognition is produced by the contact 
of the Sense-organs, and the Object’? (Su. 1-1-16), and (/) 
that ‘the non-simultaneons production of Cognitions indicates 
the existence of Mind’ (Si. 1-1-14) [wherein it is taken for 
granted that Cognitions are produced, from which it follows 


that Cognition is not-eternal] ; so that no further doubt and 
discussion @ould to be called for.” 


Our answer (in justification of the present enquiry) is 
that the present enquiry is for the purpose of refuting the 
unreasonable assertions based upon false speculation; the 
Sankhyas, speculating in the realms of philosophy, assert 
that— Buddhi, the internal Organ of Man, is eternal ;” 
and they also put forward arguments in support of this 
assertion, as in the following Sūtra. * 


ion becomes pointless, as no one holds such cognitions to be other than momentary, 
If, on the other hand, you mean by Buddhi, the Mahat of the Saikhya, then, 
before discussing the character of such a thing, it behoves you to discuss its very 
existence ; as the Naiyayika docs not admit of any such universal Thinking Principle 
as the ‘Mabat’ of the Sankhya, 


Vardbamana has some observations to make in regard to the exact words in 
which the subject-matter of the discussion should be stated. ` In the senteuce— Is 
Buddhi eterval or non-eternal ,” the term ‘buddhi’, like every other term, denotes the 
genus ‘buddhitva ;’ and as this latter is eternal, according to all parties, there is no 
occasion for doubt on this matter. Nor can the question be stated in the form 
—‘Is the word buddhi one whose denotation is cteraal, or is it one whose denota- 
tion is not eternal? ‘Because it is possible to give the name to a person, whereby 
the physical body of that person would form the denotation of the word ‘buddhi pi 
and certainly there could beno question of this denotation being eternal. Some people 
have stated the question in the form —“Is the denotation of the term buddhi, 
which is the substratum of the genus ‘buddhitva,’ eternal or non-eternal?” The 
Author himself would favour the question in the form—‘Is cognition co-substrate 
with I-ness or not?’ According to the S@ikhya, the Buddhi-tattva is the substra- 
tum of Cognition, which is something different from the Atinan, and as such not co- 
substrate with I-ness. 

© Whether Buddhi is eternal or non-cterual is not the main subject of our present 
enquiry; this has been introduced only asa preliminary issue, which serves to 
establish the conclusion that there is no such thing as the Universal Thinking Princi- 
ple, the Mahat, which the Sankhya posits as something distinct from the ephemeral 
Cognitions of things. The fact of the matter is that if Buddhi were something 
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Satra (2). 


r . 99 = 
c BECAUSE THERE IS RE-CUGNITION OF THINGS. (Si. 2). 


« What is this ‘re-cognition ’P ° Re-cognition is the name 


of that re-collective cognition which is involved in the cou- 


ception that we have in regard to one and the same thing, in 
the form—‘I now cognise the same thing that I had cog- 


nised before.’ Such re-collective cognition can be possible - 


only when Cognition is eternal; for if there were several 
divergent Cognitions, capable of being produced and des- 


troyed, no ‘re-cognition’ would be possible ; HOF thing 


cognised by one cannot be re-cognised by another.” 
Vartika on Si. (2). 
[P. 401, L. 10 to P. 402, L. 7]. 

Objection :—“ The doubt put forward is groundless ; because 
the matter is known to every living being. It isa fact well 
known to every living being, whether Cognition is eternal 
or non-eternal. Further, Cognition is known to be connected 
with all three points of time; that is, in connection with Cogni- 
tion, wo find all three points of time manifesting itself—as 
is proved by such conceptions as— I shall know,’ ‘I know’ 
and ‘I have known’; and, no such connection with three 
points of time would be possible unless Uogvition were liable 
to production and destruction; for instance, no such ‘ con- 
nection with three points of time’ is found in the case of 
Ahasha, which is not liable to production and destruction. 


eternal, then it would certainly be something different from the momentarily ap- 


pearing and disappearing cognitions ;—if on the other hand, the grounds put forward 
in proof of the eternality of Buddhi, are fouad to be incapable of establishing it, 
then there would be no justification for postulating any Universal Thinking Principle 
apart from the Coguitions; and it becomes established that ‘Buddhi’ and ‘Cognition’ are 
synonymous terms, as declared by the Naiyayika in Si. 1-1-15. Itis in this manner 
also that the presentenquiry becomes connected with the definition of Buddhi set 
forth inthe Sifra (1-1-15) Thero would be no such re'evancy in the enquiry if it 
pertained merely to the eternality or non-eternality of Buddhi.—Tdiparya. 


° And according to the Sankhya, Buddhi is eternal, and yet capable of under- 
going modifications ; by virtue of which it becomes connected with the several 
cognitions involved in Re-cognition. This would not be possible of the Soul, which is 
eternal, unmodiliable.—Tat parya. 
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Thus then, when we find in Cognition, this distinctive charac- 
ter (liability to production and destruction, which marks it 
cut as not-elernal), there is no ground for Doubt. For these 
reasons there can be no ground for any further doubt or dis- 
cussion,” The restis clear in tho Bhasya. 

Answer:—The present enquiry is for the purpose of re- 
Suting unreasonable assertions based upon false speculations— 
says the Bhasya. What is intended is not merely to estab- 
lish the non-cternality of Cognitions, but to refute 
the philosophical doctrines of Opponents. The 
Saikhyas, speculating in the realms of philosophy, assert that 


Var, P. 402, 


‘ Baddhi is eternal, and they also put forward the argument 
in support of their assertion; viz: ‘because there is re-cogni- 
tion of thinis”. We have such notions as— The things I 
had cognised before I cognise now ;’ and this ‘ re-collectivo 
cognition,’ which involves the appearance of two cognitions 
(past and present) in regard to the same thing, is possible 
only if Cognition is eternal; and if there were several diver: 
gent cognitions, no such ‘ ro-cognition > would be possible ; as 
wo find in the case of the cognitions of different persons. 
l Satra (3). / 


[The Siddhantin’s answer to the Sarkhya argument]. 


INASMUOM AS WHAT HAS BEEN POT FORWARD IS ITSELF 


SHLL TOBE PROVED, 1l CANNOT BE ACCEPTED AS A VALID 
neason. (Si. 3). 
Bhasya on Si. (3). 
[P. 159, L. 12 to P. 160, L. 18}. 
Just as the“ eternality ’ of Buddhi is ‘still to be proved see 
is also tho fact that ‘ re-cognition ’ belongs to ua sue 
be proved’, îe., not proved [it cannot be admitted js—w ly sop a 
eE what belongs to an intelligent being cannot be aa 
puted to an instrument; as a matter of fact, Bugghi—w ic 
is spoken of as ‘jana ’ (Cognition), ‘ darshana (Percep- 
tion), ¢ upalabdhi’ (Apprehension), ‘ bogha z (Unger eed 
‘pratyaya’ (Cognizance), and ‘adhyavasaya’ (Ascortamment;, 
| Nyaya Vol. IH. 203. 
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—isa quality of, and belongs to, the conscious person; and 
it is only the conscious person that re-cognises what he has 
cognised before; so that ibis to this conscious person only 
that ‘eternality > can be attributed, on the ground of ‘re- 
cognition.’* If it be held that ‘ Consciousness > (or ‘Intellt- 
gence’) belongs to the instrument [and not to the Soul; so 
thab Recognition also would belong to the Instrument ],— 
then it becomes necessary to explain the exact nature of the 
conscious (intelligent) Being ; for unless you define the 
exact nature of the ‘ Conscious Being,’ you cannot posit a 
totally different t Soul (a Personality or conscious Being totally 
different from what is generally regarded as the Conscious 
Being), That is to say, if it be held Cognition (Conscious- 
ness) belongs to the Internal Organ in the shape of the Mind, 
we ask you—of this ‘conscious beiag’ of yours, what is the 
exact form, what the character, and what the exact nature ? 
And what does this ‘Conscious Being’ do with the cognition 
subsisting in the Bugghi ? If it be held that—‘‘it cognises, 
chétayaté,’—our answer is that this expression would in no 
way differ from ‘jana, * cognition’; that is to say, the two 
expressions— the man cognises’ and ‘ Buddhi snows’— 
would both connote cognition, and nothing else; t as the 
words ‘ ch@fayate’ (‘cognises’), ‘Janita’ * (knows) > * budhyate 
‘(understands’), ‘pashyati’ (perceives’) ‘ upalabhalé’ (“ appre- 
hends’),—all mean one and the same thing. ‘ But Buddah 
is what makes things known.’ That is just so; the Person 
knows and the Bud@hi makes known things ; but (under this 
theory) ib thus becomes established that Cognition belongs to 
the person (as held by the Siddhantin), and not to the Internal 
Organ, ‘Buddhi’ (as held by the Purvapaksin).§ 


o . ` x . a . . : 
It is the person that recognises; ‘recognition’ belongs to him}; hence if 
ae ong 4 ; : , 

recognition’ proves eternality, this eternality can belong only to the Conscious 
Person, and not to Buddhi, which, as the Internal Organ, isa mere instrument ; 


forthis simple reason this Buddhi does not appear in the Recognition at all.— 
Tatparya. 


t The Naiyayika posits one kind of Conscious Being in the shape of the 


Soul; the Opponent now posits the ‘Conscious Being’ in the shape of the Ins- 
trument, the Internal Organ. Before this can ,be accepted, the Opponent should 

explain what he exactly means by the ‘ Conscious Being.’ 
i What isspoken of as cognising, i.e., the Person, is nothing different from 
E is opeke of e SEG i.e., Buddhi ; so that ‘Buddhi and Person’ become 

yaonya kns This is the explanation of the Bhā;yachandra. 

at k e i: oe cae wian he brings about cognition in himself; while 
known’ things whenit brings about cognition in others 5 
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[It having been proved that Cognition belongs to the Per- 
son,and not to Buddhi, the Author proceeds to refute the 
vier that the actions denoted by the terms ‘cognition,’ 

apprehension,’ ‘understanding’ are different from one an- 
other, and as such should belong to different entities]—IE it 
be held that each of the actions denoted by the terms (above- 
mentioned) belong to distinct individual persons,—then it 
behoves you to show cause for your denial (of the view that 
they belong to the one and the samo person). That is to 
say, if the Opponent holds the view that—* one person does 
the cognising, another the understanding, a third the appre- 
hending, and a fourth the perceiving” ,—then it comes to this 
that all these persons, —the cogniser, the understander, the 
apprehender and the perceiver—are so many distinct persons, 
and the corresponding qualities (of cognition and the rest) do 
not belong to one and the same person. Such being your view, 
(we ask you)—what is your reason for this denial? if 
you put forward “the non-difference of denotation” as your 
reason,—then the same may be said for us also. That is, if 
what you mean is that—‘ inasmuch as the words cognises, 
apprehends &c, denote the same thing, it cannot be right 
to attribute (aid restrict) them all to one and the same Per- 
son {and there would be no sense in predicating so many synony- 
mous terms in reference to the same Agent]; —then the 
same fact (of sameness of denotation} may be equally urged 
against you also: For in the two expressions, ‘the person 
cogiises, ch@fayalé, and ‘the Buadhi knows, janali,’ thero 
is no difference in the denotation of the terms ‘cognises’ 
and ‘knows’; so that both (Person and Buddhi) being: 
equally cognitive or Conscious Beinga, [there being no rea- 
son for predicating one of the Person, and the other of tho 
Buddhi] one of the two must be rejected [and Cognition 


should be attributed to one only].* 


go that these two being totally different, cognition cannot belong to. Buddim, which, 


ex-hypothesi, only makes things known. —Bhasyachandra. 

© This passage is somewhat obscure; the obscurity being enhanced by the 
reading of the text. Several manuscripts, as also the Vartika, read: ‘arthasyabhéda 
iti samanam, abhinnartha &. &c. Tue only meaning that can be deduced from 
this text is as translated above; we have adopted this in the body of the text, in 
deference to the Vartika. Several other manuscripts however, among them the 
two Puri Mss., and also the Bhisyachandra, read ‘arthasya bheda iti &c. &c. Ap- 
parently this is the better reading ; because the proposition that the ‘several Cuahiies 
do not belong to the same individual’ can be supported by the fact that the qualities 
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If (with a view to escape from the above difficulties) is 
be held that—“ the name ‘ bu@dhi’ stands for the Mind, 
being explained as ‘ budhyalé anayā ’, that by means of which 
things are cognised [i. e. itis the Instrument, not the Agent of 
cognition] ; and the Mind is certainly eternal »—then our 
answer is that that may be so * (Mind may be eternal) ; but 
the eternality of Mind is not proved by the recognition of 
things (which has been urged by the Opponent as the reason 
for the cternality of Buddht) ;—specially because as a matter 
of fact, we find Recognition appearing eyen when there is 
a diversity of Instruments, only if the Cognitive Agent hap- 
pens to be the same [so that Recognition cannot imply or 
prove tho sameness and continuity of the Znstrument|;—for 
as asserted,in St. 3-1-7, — there is recognition, with the right 
eye, of what has been seen with the left’—an assertion mado 
in regard to the eye, but equally true of the Lamp also; 
there being recognition, of a thing previously seen with tlie 
help of one lamp, with the help of another. From al! this 


expressed by the terms are different ; if it were the same single quality denoted by 
them all, then there would be nothing wrong in predicating all the terms of the same 
individual. The difliculty in this reading however is that, the repeated 
reference to the argument of the preceding clause is found, in all mauuscripts, in the 
form ‘ abhinnarthah &c.’, which shows that the preceding clause must be ‘ arthasya- 
bhiduh’. The Bhasyachandsa has made an attempt to construe this passage accord- 
ing to its own reading, by which the translation should stand thus :—“ There is a 
difference in the denotation of the terms cognises &c., which are not synonymous ;— 
if this is what you mean, then we may make a similar assertion : the words in ques- 
tion are synonymous [this assertion being as reasonable as yours, that they are not 
synonymous}; and hence it is not possible to make any distinction (cither as to the 
qualities denoted by the words, or to the entities to whom the qualities belong). 
Tf you admit this (well-established fact), then the same may be said (in connection 
with what we are going to point out) : Thatis, in the two expressions, ‘the Person 
cognises’ and ‘the Budhi knows’, there is no difference in the denotation of the 
two terms’ ‘cognises’ and ‘knows’;so that boti Buddhi and Person being cognitive 
entities, one or the other must be rejected (not regarded as really cognitive) [there 
being no room for two cognitive entities in the same body].” 

It will be found that both these explanations involve a certain amount of forced 
construction. In that which has heen adopted in the body of tie text, the explana- 
tion of the phrase “vyarasthanupapattih’ is not entirely satisfactory ; while the 
Bhasyachandra in seyeral placeshas been forced to give up the construction of 
passage, which appears tobe the most natural, and mostin keeping with the style 
of the Bhasya, 


° The Puri Mss. and the Bhasyachandra read ‘astyétadévam’; which means 
‘ Mind is eternal, we admit that,’ 
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it follows that what has been put forward by the Opponent 
(i. e. ‘ the recognition of things’) is a reason for the eternality 
of the Cognitive Agent (Soul; and not for that of the Jnstru- 


ment, Budd). 
Varlika on Si. (3). 
[P. 402, L. 9 to P. 405, L. 9.] 
Tuasmuch as what has been put forward §c. §¢.—says the 
Silva. Justas the < eternality’ of Buddhi is still to be 
proved, so-also it is still to be proved that ‘ recognition ? 
belongs to Buddhi. Why soP Because what belongs to an 
intelligent being cannol be attributed to an Instrument; as a 
malter of fact, Buddhi,—which is spoken of as ‘ Cognition’ 
‘perception’, ‘apprehension’, ‘ understanding ’»—is aquality of, 
and belongs to, the conscious person ; it is only the conscious 
person that ‘recognises’ what he has ‘ cognised ’ before ; so 
that it is to this conscious person only that ‘ eternalily? can be 
allributed on the ground of ‘ recognition *_(Bhasya). 
[Having stated the argument of the Bhasya, the Vartika 
proceeds to add some arguments of its own].—Because the 
Instrument cannot be the substratum of an/action ;—as a 
matter of fact, no Instrument is ever found to be the subs- 
tratum of any action; avd ‘apprehending’ is an action; 
hence it cannot subsist in the Instrument.* “ But, since 


° The Parishuddhi remarks—In reality what the Vartika states here with a 
view to show an incongruity in the Opponent’s position is itself incongruous : that 
which has no action, which is inactive, cannot be an ‘Justrument’ at all. And in 
view of this difficulty, the Tātparya explains the Vartika as follows :— What the 
Vartika means is that the Instrument is not the substratum of the principal action ; 
it certainly does become the substratum of the secondary action. [E. g., the act of 
cutting does not beleng to the axe ; but the actions of rising and falling upun tho 
wood do belong to it]; in the present context, ‘apprehending ’ is the principal action; 
and that to which this action directly belongs is the Agent, not the Instrument ; thus 
then, what is proved by the act of ‘Recognition ’ is only its agent, conscious person, 
and not its Instrument’, the Buddhi. Tue Parishuddhi goes on to say, that some- 
times the principal action sabsists in the object also (and not always in the Agent) ; 
but it is universally admitted that this is not the case with the action of Apprehend- 
ing, which always subsists in the Agent, and not in the Objective or in the Instrament. 
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itis the substratum of its own action, what is asserted is 
not right.” If you mean by this that—" Every active 
thing being the substratum of its own action, ib is not right 


to say that the Instrument is not the substratum of 
action.”’—Our answer is that it is true that everything 
is the substratum of its own action, and by its own action 
a thing does not become entitled to the name of ‘ Ins- 
trument;’ on the contrary, in regard to its own action, 
everything is the ‘agent;’ while the present enquiry in 
connection with Buddhi proceeds on the basis of the uns 
derstanding that Buddhi is an Instrument. Hence the 
Objection that has been urged is not rightly taken. “But 
from what you say, everything should be regarded as 
Agent. If through its own actions, a thing is entitled 
to the name of Agent, then every active thing (every- 
thing that helps in the accomplishment of an act) should 
be regarded as the Agent,” True; but what is-an 
acknowledged tenet can not be urged as an undesirable 
contingency. * “ But in that case if everything is to be 
regarded as Agent, how do you account for such distinct 
names as Agent, Instrument and the like?” These dis- 
tinct names are on the basis of the principa! 
or primary action (and not on that of the secon- 
dary or subsidiary actions of the several things concerned 
in it); and that action is to be regarded as ‘ primary’ for 
the accomplishing of which the Instrument is taken up; so 
that when all that is meant to be expressed is that the 
several things are conducive to (instrumental in) a primary 
action,—and the diversity of the subsidiary actions of each of 
those things is not meant to be emphasised,—those things 
(which constitute the Agent, the Object &,) are spoken of 
under the common name of ‘kāraka,’ ‘active thing’; while 
when the diversity of theseveral actions is intended to be sever- 


Var. P. 403. 


9 
That everything is an ‘agent’ in regard to its own action, is an acknowledged 
tenet withus; hence this cannot be urged as an undesirable contingency. 
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ally emphasised, those things come to be spoken of under the 
' distinct names of ‘Agent,’ ‘Instrument? and § Object.’ 
[as regards such expressions as (a) ‘karta-karakam,’ ‘the 
active thing, the ‘Agent,’ (b) « karana-karakam,’ ‘ the active 
thing ‘the Instrument,’ and like] the active things being 
spoken of under their common name ‘ active thing, ’ ‘ kdraka, ’ 
the specific name, ‘ Agent,’ ‘ Instrument) &c. is added with 
a view to indicate the distinctive feature of each of them 
—which distinguishes it from the others,—so that no 
other is included under that (qualified) name.* Thus then, it 
is with reference to the principal action that the several active 
things come to be spoken of under the several names of 
‘Agent,’ ‘Instrument’ &c.; and among these, that which 
operates upon other things, and is not itself operated upon 
by anything elso, is the ‘Agent’; and similar explanations 
of the others may be provided, in accordance with what has 
been said by us beforo (in Adhyāya II). « If the charac- 
ter of the Agent consists in being not operated upon by other 
active things, then, inasmuch as the so-called Agent also 
acts only though the aid of the several active things conduc- 
ive to the principal action), [it does not fulfil the condi- 
tions of yowsdefinition of the ‘Agent’ J.” It is not true 
that the Agent acts only through the aid of the several 
other things; for what urges the Agent to act is the result 
(sought to be accomplished) ; as a matter of fact, what urges 
the Agent to activity is the result, and not the Instrument 
or any other active thing; and since the Result is not an 
‘active thing,’ [so that by being urged by the Result] the 
Agent does not loso the character of being not urged ly an 
active thing ;—and that the Agent takes up the other active 
things is due to the fact of those being invariable concomi- 
tants of (and indispensable for) the accomplishment of the 
© Just asin the expression ‘blind man,’ the term ‘man’ is the common name, 
wherein allinen are the same; while the qualifying term ‘blind’ connotes that 


wherein ho differs from all other men. 
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éaid action; that is, inasmuch as without the Instrument 
and otber active things being taken up (by the Agent) the 
action cannot be accomplished, those several active things, 
being indispensable, come to be taken up (by him). 


From all this it is clear that the character that belongs to 
the Conscious Being cannot be attributed to the Instrument 
(Buddhi). 


Even admitting that ‘ Recognition’ belongs to the Inter- 
nal Organ (Buddhi),—in as much as ‘ Re-cognition ’ would 
be excluded from (not invariably concomitant with) both ‘ one’ 
and ‘many,’ it would be ‘too specific;’ that is, as a matter 
of fact, ‘ Re-cognition’ (which is the probans in the reason- 
ing put forward by the Opponent) is not found to be in- 
variably concomitant with either ‘unity’ or ‘ multiplicity’ 

{so that even if present ia Buddhi, it could not prove either 
‘unity, and hence ‘eternality,’ or * multiplicity ° and hence 
‘non-eternality,’ with regard toit].* Further, when we 
come to examine the real nature of * Re-cognition,’ the 
probans becomes ‘ contradictory ;’ that;jis to say, when Re- 
cognition is analysed, it only serves to indicate the multi- 
plicity (and hence non-etervality) of Buddhi. For instance, 
when the first perception of a thing has disappeared, and the 
second perception appears, there comes a third cognition 
preceded by remembrance, which follows upon the manifes- 
tfation of the impressions (left by the former perception), 
it is this third cognition that constitutes ‘ Re-cognition ;’ 
—and for one who holds that there is-only, one (continuous, 
eternal ) Buddhi, even a second cognition would be impos- 
sible, whence could there be a third? (So that Re-cognition 


proving the multiplicity, and hence non-eternality, of Buddhi, 


“If Re-cognition were invariably concomitant with unity, it would prove that 


Buddhi is ever one, which would mean that itis eternal. On thecontrary, if Budghi 
were proved to be many, it would mean that it is xon-elernal. 
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becomes a ¢ adictory ’ i 
aes a contradictory probans in the Opponent’s argu- 


ment}. “ But the diversity is in the cognizances, ” “TE 
Var. p. 404, YOU mean by this that—“ while Buddhi continues 
to remain fixed, its cognizances go on appearing 
and disappearing; so that when the first cognizance dis- 
appears and the second cognizance appears, that is Re- 
cognition, ’—this cannot be right ; because we cannot conceive 
of Buddhi apart from the cognizances, Jt behoves you to 
explain the exact nature of that Buddhi which you assume 
to be something'different from ¢ cognizance ;’ for us ‘ Bu@dhi’ 
is only “cognizance, ’—Buddhi being nothing more than 
the apprehension of things. Then again, the two examples of 
(a) the ‘recognition’ by the Tactile Organ of what has been 
seen by the Visual Organ, and of (b) the ‘recognition’ with 
the help of one lamp of what has been seen with the help 
of another lamp—go to indicate that ‘ Re-cognition’ pre-sup- 
poses ‘ multiplicity ’ (of Cognitions and Instruments) (which 
proves that it involves several transitory Budd his, and not 
a single eternal Buddhi]; and thus the probans fin the 
Opponent’s argument) turns owt to be ‘ contradictory, ’ 


If it is the Buddhi that does the ascertaining, what is it 
that the Conscious Entity does with the cognition sub- 
sisting in Buddhi ? If it be held that—it “ cognises,” 
—we ask—who is it that cognises? If it be held that 
“cognising is done by that to which the ascertaining belongs, 
then this involves self-contradiction [that one to whom the 
ascertaining belongs does the cognising by means of the 
said ascertaining, cannot be possible; as it is not possible 
for a thing to operate upon itself]. If, on the other hand, 
it is the Soul that does the cognising,—how is it possible for 
the Soul to do the cognising with the help of the ascertaining 
er cognizance that subsists in Buddhi? For as a matter 
of fact, one thing cannot become active by the action sub- 

Nydya Vol. II. 211. 
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sisting in something else. If then, it be held that “ tho 
conscious Person cognises and the Buddhi /nows”,—the two 
terms do not genote anything different from Scarnato” : 
i. e. ‘cognises’ means exactly the same thing as ‘knows’, 

“But Buddhi is what makes things known.” If you 
mean by this that—“ while Buddhi makes things known, it 
is the Soul that knows them”,—then our answer is that 
that is just so; it is the Soul (Person) that Anovws things, and 
Buddhi only makes things known. But this is quite contrary 
to the position taken up by the Purvapalksin. 

Then again, is behoves you to explain what difference 
there is in the exact nature of ‘ascertaining’ and ‘cognis- 
ing.’ “Tt behoves you also to explain how they are 
both one and the samo.” Well, the two are one and the 
same for the simple reason that there is no difference bet- 
ween them, either as to place or to time or to character; 
that is, because the Soul cognises things exactly the same— 
in point of time, place and character—as that ascertained 
by Budd@hé [the two must be the same]. “But ib is not 
established that there is no difference in the character of 
the two,” If you mean by this that—“it is true that 
the Soul cognises things that are just the same—in regard 
to place and time—asthose ascertained by Buddhi; but it 
is not true that ascertaining is the same in character as 

' the cognising’’*—this cannot be right; as this would mean 
that there are several persons (conscious beings) in one and 
the same body; that is, if the ascertuiner is different from 
the cogniser, one person recoguises and another sees, and 
yet another hears and thinks,—then, it comes t) this that 
all these persons—the seer, the hearer, the thinker and the 
rest—are so many distinct persons. 

Further, what have you got to say in support of the pro- 
position that “all these (cognition, understanding, &c.) do 


——— Ee eee Ces ee es S, 
ya AYN 5 D 
* Both editions read qayads........ ; Which gives no sense. Weadopt the 
reading ‘Gaawt’... 
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not belong to one and the same Person ” ? Al} that you can 
say 18 that all these terms are Synonymous. But while it 


is true that these words are Synonymous, itis also true that 


there is no differen j t l f h t ¢ 
Cc n e r 1 
e mm the de (0) alion (0) t erms cogniser’, 


© aecartal a) 6G c 
ascertainer » ‘thinker,’ and ‘understander’; so that it is 
not right to assert that “ B i 

‘ uddhi : y 
ets “Qhı ascertains and Soul cog. 


Tf ‘Recognition’ ware put forward in proof of the etern- 
ality of Mind,—there would be no force in this ; for the etern- 
ality of Mind is admitted ; as a matter of fact, we also admit 
that Mind is eternal; so that there is no need for any argu- 
ments for proving it. 


Nor can ‘Recognition’ rightly prove the unity of the 
Instrument (Buddhi); as the premiss of such reasoning 
could not be true; for we find that there is ‘ Recognition’ 
also when there is a diversity of Instruments,—only if the 
Cogniser remains the same ; for instance, there is Recognition 
by the Organ of Touch of what had been seen by the Visual 
Crgan,—and also by means of one lamp of what had been 


seen by means of another. 
Bhasya on Si. (4). 
[P. 160, L. 18 to P. 161, L. ¥.] 


The view has been held (by the Saikhya) that—“ From 
out of the eternal ‘ Buddhi’, there go forth, in reference to 
the single object cognised, emanations, which constitute the 
‘ Cognitions ’ of those objects,—and that the Emanation is 
nothing different from the Source from which it proceeds. 
—This, however, 

IS NOT RIGHT; BECAUSE THERE IS NO SIMULTANEOUS 


COGNITION oF THINGS. (Si. 4.) 


Tf the ‘Emanation and its source were non-different,—then, 
‘inasmuch as the Source (Buddhi) is, ex hypothesi, eternal, the 
Emanations also should be always present (eternal); which 
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mean that all the cognitions of things that we have 


would ei 
cognitions of things - 


are eternal ; and if this were so, then the co; 
should be simultaneous {which is an absurdity ]. 
Vartika on St. (4). 
[P. 405, L. 9 to L. 13.] 


The view has been held &c. Gce.—says the Bhasya. This 
cannot be right; because there 1s no simultaneous cognition of 


things,—says the Sutra. What the Su/ra means is that, 


the ‘Source’ being permanent, its Emanations also should be 
permanent (if both be the same), 
Sutra (5). 
[OvneRWise] THE CESSATION OF THE COGNITION * 
WOULD MEAN THE DESTRUCTION (CESSATION OF THE BXIs- 
TENCE) [or Tae Inrernat Orcan, Buppnr]—(St. 5). 


Bhasya on Si, (5). 
[P. 160, L. 25 to P. 161, D. 1.1 


[If Cognitions were not eternal, even though thesame 
as Buddhi, then}, whenever the Cognition (Emanation from 
Buddhi) ceases to exist (as it must, being transient), the 
‘Source of Emanation’ also should cease to exist; and this 
would mean that the Internal Organ (Buddhi, which is the 
source from which the Emanations in the shape of Cognitions, 
proceed) is destroyed. On the contrary [i. o. if even on 
the cessation of the Emanation, its source continues to exist], 
the two should baye to be regarded as different from each 


other, 
Vartika on Si, (5). 
[P. 405, Ll. 15-16, ] 
Otherwise, the cessation §c. §c.—says the Stra. What 
the Sūtra means is that (Emanations and Source being iden- 
tical), the cessation of the Hmanations should mean the 
cessation of their source also. 


a = See 
Here, as in £ Si. 7, ‘pratyabhijaana’ stands for cognition in general. 
ie ty z 
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Bhasya on Si. (6). 
TE TGN I =i) 
The Sidghānta. 


As a matter of fact, the Mind, which is of limited magni- 
7 z : ? 5 z 5 
tude (not alpor vading), comes into contact with tho several 
sense-organs*, ore by one (and at distinct points of time); 


so that— 
INASMUCH AS THE PROCR 
AS] AS THE PROCESS IS GRADUAL, THE APPRE- 

HENSION IS NOT SIMULTANEOUS, — (SÙ. 6.) 
that is, of the objects of sense-perception. Hence it 
follows that the ‘ Emanation’ and its ‘ Source’ are distinct 
from each other; for if they were one and the same, there 
would be no appearance and disappearance of them (which 
would be incompatible with the afore-mentioned gradual 

process).} 
Vartika on Si. (6). 
[P. 405, Ll. 16—17.] 


As a matter of fact, the Mind, which is of limited magni- 
tude, comes into contact with the Sense-organs, one by ona— 
says the Bhasya; so that inasmuch as §c. J¢.—says. the 
Saira, What the S7fra means is that there is difference 
between ‘the Emanation and its Source; if the Emanation 
and its Source were one and same, there would be no appear- 
ance and disappearance for them. 


Silra (7). 
THE NON-APPREHENSION OF ONE THING IS DUE TO 
(THE MIND) BEING OCCUPIED WITH OTHER THINGS (SU. 7). 


© I. e. with the Soul, and the Sense-organs—saysthe Bhasyachandra, 


+ The clear meaning of the Saéra and Bhasya is as translated ;—the term 
‘indriyarthanam’ being syntactically ‘construed with the ‘grakanam’ of the Sūtra. 
The Bhasyachandra however offers a different construction : According to it the 
words of the Bhasya have no syntactical connection with those of the Sūtra ; and 
the first sentence of the Bhdsya is to be construed as—indriyarthanam nandtyam 
(there is diversity in the Sense-organs and in the objects of perception), vrittivritti- 


matoshcha na@naGtvam (there is diversity between the substratum of the emanation 


and the emanations themselves—i. e. the contact and the resultant cognition). 


eo a 
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Bhasya on Si. (7). 
[P. 161, LI, 7-9. 

The term ‘apratyabhijzana’ here stands for ‘ non-appre- 
hension’ (and not for non-recognition). The ‘non-apprehen- 
sion’ of a certain object is explained on the assumption that 
(at that time) the Mind is occupied with some other object ; 
and this (explanation) is possible only on the presumption that 
the Emanation is something different from its Source; for if 
the two were one and the same, there would be no force in 
any previous ‘occupation with other objects.’ 

Varlika on St. (7). 
[P. 406, Ll. 1-3.] 


The non-apprehension §c., &c.—says the Sajra. The ex- 
planation offered is possible only if the Emanation and its 
Source are different from each other; for if the two were oue 
and the same there would be no force in any § previous occupa- 
tion with other objects’ —says the Bhasya. 

Bhasya on Si. (8). 
[P. 161, L. 9 to L. 22.) 


_* Ifthe Mind were all-pervading, its gradual contact 
with the Sense-organs, one by one, 
WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE; BECAUSE THERE IS . NO 

MOTION—(Sut. 8). 

The Sense-organs (before becoming operative) have to be 
got at by the Internal Organ; and the moving, necessary for 
this getting at something, cannot be present (in the. Mind, if 
it is all-pervading) ; so that gradual operation being impossi- 
ble, there can be no explanation for the (well-known) fact of 


° This anticipates the argument that the mere fact of the Mind’s contact 
with the Sense-organs being gradual does not necessarily imply that the Mind is 
not all-pervading ; for even though the Mind is all-pervading, yét it would be pos- 
sible to have contacts with the Sense-organs, one by one. The sense of the re- 
futation is that this is not possible :—the term *Samyogah’ of the Bhasya being 
syntactically connected with the ‘xa’ of the Sūtra. The gradual A of D 

; thing with general things pre-supposes motion—moving from one place to the other 
>on ule part of the former; no such motion is possible for a thing which is all- 
7 A pervading j te., occupying all points in space, it cannot, and need not, move from 


Be ono oT cee 
__ one place to another. Henceif Mind were all-pervading, it could not have motion; 


gna haroi soul have gradual contact with the Sense-organs. = 
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apprehensions being non-simultaneous (as urged in Sa. 6). For 
the non-simultaneity of apprehensions having been found 
impossible, by reason of the absence of motion in the all- 
pervading Mind, there is no other reason from which it could 
be inferred (by which it could be accounted for). *In the 
case of the Organ of Vision, thoughithe fact of near and 
remote things (eg. Hand and Moon respectively) being 
‘seen at the same time leads one to conclude that the Organ 
has no motion, yet the fact that it has motion is inferred 
from the reason in the shape of the phenomenon of obstruct- 
ion of vision by the interposition of something else, between 
the Eye and the Hand (which is near), and between the Hye 
and the Moon (which is remote). [There is however no such 
reason or ground available for the inferring. of motion jn the 
Mind, in which motion is found to be apparently impossible 
by reason of its all-pervading character, according to the 


Opponent]. 


All this dispute does not arise in regard to the existence 
of the Internal Organ (Mind), nor in regard to its eternality ; 
for that there is such an Internal Organ as the Mind, and 
that it is eternal, are well-established factst. “Tn regard 
to what, then, does the dispute arise.” It arises in regard 
to its all-pervading character ;—and this character is denied 
(by the Siddhantin) on the ground that there is no proof for 
it [lit., it is not found to be cognised by any instrument of 
right cognition]. 

[The Bhasya proceeds to show a further reason for reject 
ing the view that the Emanations, Cognitions, and their 
Source, Budghi, are identical]—The Internal Organ is one, 
while the Hmanations, in the shape of Cognitions, are many ; 
e.g., visual cognition, olfactory cognition, cognition of Colour, 
cognition of Odour; all this would be impossible if the 
Emanations and their source were identical. 


From all this we conclude that it is the (Conscious) Person 
that cognises, and not the Internal Organ. 


° The Author citcs an example per contra.—Bhasyachandra, 


t The Naiyayika also admits the Mind to be atomic and hence eternal. It is 
ouly Buddhi, cognitions, that he holds to be transient. 


4 For the Siddhdutin, who regards the Emanations as different from their Ea . 
source, it is quite possible and reasonable that things are cognised by the Soul, ~ as 
by the instrumentality of such instruments asthe Internal Organ and the several 


Senee-orgaus—T'atparya. 


. whe 
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By this fact (that it is the Person that knows, and not the 
Internal Organ)* what has been said (in Su. 7) in regard to 
the Mind being ‘ occupied with other things becomes refut- 
ed; because ‘being ocenpied with other things’ can only 
mean ‘apprehending other things’; and this belongs to 
the Person, not tothe Internal Organ st though we do 
admit of the Mind also being ‘occupied,’ in the sense that 
in one case it isin contact with a Sense-organ, while in aa- 
other it is notin such contact.ł [But this does not justify 
the view that the apprehending is done by Buadhi, and not 
by the Person]. 

Varlika on St. (8). 


[P. 406, L, 3 to P. 407, L. 10]. 


If the Mind were all-pervading, ete. etc.—say the Bhasya 


and Satra. What the Sūtra means to lay stress upon is 
that the Sense-organs are gob at by the Internal 
Organ; and if the Internal Organ were all-pervad- 
ing, it could be in contact with several Sense-organs at one 
and the same time, and simultaneous Cognitions would be 
possible,—the Opponent’s theory is open to this objection. 
“ But even if the Mind is atomic (as the Naiyayika holds it 
to be), simultaneous cognitions should be possibie in regard 
to things perceptible by the same Sense-organ.” There 
can be no simultaneous cognitions, for the simple reason 


that the Mind is an instrument, an organ. “ Why cannot 
the same explanation be possible for us (who also hold the 
Tuternal Organ to be an instrument)?” The same ex- 


planation cannot be available for you; because simultancity 


© Or the fact that the Internal Organ is not all-pervading—according to the 
Bhasyackandra. 


7 Iie alone ean be ‘ pre-occupied’ who apprehends things ; and inasmuch as 
it is the Person, and not the Internal Organ, that apprehends, it is only the Person 
that can be said to be ‘occupied by other things.’ This however does not mean 
that no kind of ‘ occupation’ is possible for the Internal Organ ; ‘ occupation’ in 

w sense of being in contact with the Sense-organs, is quite possible for the 
“Internal Organ ; it is only ‘occupation’ in the sense of ‘apprehending things’ 
that cannot belong to it. 


t The Bhasyachandra, as also the two Puri Mss., drop sq in both places, 
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of cognitions is found when there are diverse sense-organs ; 
that is, when there are several* Sense-organs supervised by 
a single Sapervisor, they are found to be Operative simulta- 
neously ; e.g., two axes in the two hands of @ person oper- 
ate simultaneously [because they are supervised, handled, by 
the same person]; in the same manner, if the several Sense- 
organs were supervised by a single all-pervading Internal 
Organ, [which, according to the Pirvapaksin, is also the 
Supervising Agent], it should be possible for them to operate 
simultaneously ; and this being possible, it should be possible 
to have simultaneous cognitions. 

Because there is ro motion—says the Safra. I£ the Inter- 
nal Organ were all-pervading, it would not be possible for it 
to have molion, which is necessary for getting at (the Sense- 
organs). Nor is there available (for you, who hold the Inter- 
nal Organ to be all-pervading) any reason for holding that 
the Sense-organs do not operate simultaneously,—on the 
strength of which reason you could uphold the non-simul- 
taneity of cognitions, which has been shown to be incompati- 
ble (with your theory’, In some cases people do admit things 
that have been found incompatible; 29., theugh the motion 
of the Visual Organ is denied (and found incompatible) on the 
ground that some people can see near and remote objects at 
one and the same time,—i.e. because one sees the Hand, 
which is near him, and the Moon, which is far off, at one and 


© agafa is the right reading. 

f In ordinary experience it is found that when there are diverse actuals 
handled by a single Agent, these instruments do operate at nd tine the same time. 
According to the Sankhya, the Internal Organ is the Agent, and i is also all-pervad- 
ing ; so that under this theory, all Sense-organs should be supervised by the Internal 
Organ always, and all at one and thesaine time ; which went) mean that vë should 
always have Simultaneous Cognitions.—The same absurdity Wes hot oui under 
the Siddhdnta ; for according to this, the [uternal Organ bein: atomic, aud not 
all-pervading, it could never be in contact with more than onoj Sony oro È 
morethan one Object, at a time ; so that no simultaneous cognitions of things— © 


‘perceptible either by thegame or by several Sense-organs—covuld ever be possible. 


—Tdlparya. 
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the same time, it follows that the Visual Organ does ned 
moye,—though the motion of the Visual Organ is thus 
denied, yet the motion is inferred (and admitted) from 
the phenomenon of obstruction by intervening things ; 
— there is however no such proof (ground for inference) for 


the non-simultaneity * of cognitions (when the Interna} - 


Organ is all-pervading). [Henee under the theory that the 
Internal Organ is all-pervading, the contingency of cogni- 
tions being simultaneous cannot be escaped from; which 
proves that the theory is untenable}. 


Says the Bhasya —All this dispute does not arise in regard 
to the ewistence of the Internal Organ, nor in regard to its 
elernality,— in regard to what then does the dispute arise P” 
—ilt arises in regard to its all-pervading character; and this 
character is denied on the ground that there is no proof for it; 
that is, there is no proof in support of the assertion that the 
Interna] Organ is all-pervading. 


Further, the Internal Organ is one, while the ‘ Emana- 
tions,’ in the shape of tbe Visual and other kinds of cogni- 
tion, are many;and this fact is incompatible with the view 
that the Emanations and their Source are identical. For us, 
on the other hand, who hold the Emanations to be different 
from their Source,—it is quite proper that things are appre- 
hended by the Soul with the aid of such instruments as the 
Internal Organ and the Visual and other Organs. 


aeieea n, 


By this fact what has been said (in St, 7) in regard to the 
Mind being ‘oceupied with other things’ becomes refuted, 
—says the Bhasya;and the meaning is that this becomes 

refuted by the fact that it is the Person that- cognises, and 
“not the Internal Organ, 


“What is the meaning of being 
* IANT is the right reading, 
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occupied? ” It means that there appear several cognitions 
pertaining to desired objects; and this appearance of several 
cognitions is for the person, not for the Internal Organ. As 
for ‘ being occupied’ in the sense of being in contact (with 
one) and not in contact (with others), this we admit as bpe- 
longing to the Internal Organ. 


Bhasya on Su, (9). 
[P. 161, L. 22 to P. 163, L. 2). 


„i {The Opponent, the Sanrkhya, says)—“ Even when the 

Emanation’ is identical with its Source, it cannot be (reason: 
ably) asserted that ‘the Internal Organ is one, and its Ema- 
nations many.’ [For] 


t Sutra (2). 

“THE NOTION OF 17S BEING DIFFERENT (DIVERSE) 1S 
ANALOGOUS TO THE NOTION OF DIFFERENCE (DIVERSITY) 1N 
REGARD TO THE ROCK-CRYSTAL, “ (Si. 9). 


“ In regard to the Emanation (which, as identical with 
the Internal Organ, is, in reality, one only), there is a notion 
of its being many (diverse), by reason of its being associated, 
or in contact, with diverse objects;—just in the same 
manner as, in regard to the rock-crystal, which is in contact 
with other (coloured) substances, there is the notion of its 
being different (from the pure white rock-crystal),—when 
thy crystal is spoken of as being ‘ blue’ ur ‘ red’ (as disting- ` 
uished from the white crystal)” * 


© The phrase ‘visaytnturopwdhingt’ at the end of the paragraph is to be cons- 
trued with * nānātvābhimānah?’ of the second line ; the construction being—a@egt 


eal amanfi aaran, aara... ANARA fA | 


The sense of the Pūrvapakşa is thus explained by the Tétparya :—“ Itis trne 
that Emanations appear as many ; but this appearance is a mistaken one; for it is 
not possible for the Emanations, which are uot different frow the Interual Organ, 
to be many in reality. The fact of the matter is that, just as in the case of the 
Rock-erystal, which is one and of one uniform colour, notions of diversity appear 
by reason of its contact with several coloured things, and this notion of diversity 
is purely adventitious,—in the same manner when the pure white Internal Organ 
becomes associated, though the Sense-organs, with diverse things, il takes the form 
of the Cognitions or ‘ Emanations,’ and hence appears as diverse and many.”’ 
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[The Bhisyc answers the above view of the Satkhya |— TF» 
eannot accept the above, as there is no reason in support of it.* 
What the Opponent means is that—“ the notion of diversity 
in regard to Cognitions is only figurative, unreal, being like 
the notion of diversity in regard to the rock-crystal; and it is 
not real, as is the notion of diversity inregard to Odour, 
Taste, ete.” ;— but in support of this theory there is no reason 
adduced [what is stated in Su. 9 being only an Example}; 
and in the absence of valid reasons, it cannot be accepted 
as right. “ But the absence of reasons is equal.’*f Cer- 
tainly not; for as a matter of fact, in the case of Cognitions 
it is actually found that they appear and disappear one after 
the other [and not all together ;—and this is a clear reason 
im support of the proposition that they are really many, not 
one], Thatis, it is found as a matter of fact that in connec- 
tion with the Objects of Perception, Cognitions appear and 
disappear, one after the other (at different points of time) ; 
and from this it follows that the notion of diversity in regard 
to Cognitions is real, just as it is in regard to Odour, etc. 


Vartika on St. (9), 
: - [P. 407, L. 10 to P. 409, L. 10}. 

The Parvapaksin says —“ The Sankhya, versed: in tho 
science of reasoning, cannot accept the view that the Interaal 
Organ is one and the Emanations many. For, asa matter 
of fact, just as the Internal Organ is one, so is the Emanation 

_also. It might be urged that—‘ this goes against a percepti- 
ble fact,—the sense being that, if it be held that the Hmana- 
tion is not differeat from the Internal Organ, this goes 
against a perceptible fact; since, according to this view, 
there could be no such diversity of Cognitions as of Colour, 


© Thisis found as Séévain Puri Sa. Ms., in Sūtra Ms. D, also in Ny@yasitra- 
vivarana ; the Bhdasyachandra and Vishvanatha also treat it as Satra. Butit is 
not found in the Nydyasiichinibandha, and both the Vartika and ihe Tätp:irya 
take it as part of the Bhāsya. Vardhamana says that some people call it ‘ Siddhan- 
fa Sutra, ’ and adds that the Pétparya calls it ‘ Bhasyam,’ because the ‘Dhasya’ 
ìs nothing more than an explanation and expansion of the‘ Sūtra’. 


3 TOUS: as we make the simple assertion,—that the notion of diversity 
fe figurative—without adducing any reasons,—so do you also merely make the 
assertion that the notion of ‘diversity is real, without adducing any reasons, So 
that both of us are open to the same charge.” ee 
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i Taste, Odour and Touch.’ But our answer is that it is not 
| true that there could be no such diversity of cognitions; for 

this diversity is in consequence of the diversity of the objects 
(cognised). That is, even though the Emanation (Cognition) 
P is one and non-different, yet, it appears as diverse, by reason 
of the diversity in the objects coznisad ; just as such things 
as the Rock-crystal and the like, appear as diverse, by reason 
of the proximity of its attendant substances. It is with a 
view to embody this idea that we have the Sittra.—The 


notion of its being different is analogous, ete. (St. 9).” 


[Our answer to the above is as follows]—The view put 
forward cannot be accepted; as the premiss involved is not 
true. Asa matter of fact, notiong of diversity are found 
) to be of both kinds --(a) it appears in regard to such things 

as Odour, etc., which are really diverse, (b) and also in 
regard to such things as the Rock-crystal, which are not- 
diverse; so that if we take the S2tra as it stands, it contains 
“no reason (in support of the proposition stated) ; being as it 
is a mere statement of an example (showing one kind of no-s 
tion of diversity); and merely stating an example, it does not 
contain any reason (to show to which of the two kinds the 
notion of diversity in regard to Cognitions belongs). Further, d 
as regards the Pūrvapakşa, none of the several alternatives 
(possible under the statement in Si. 9)is found 
to be tenable [or to have any force at all]*. 
The case of the Rock-crystal has been cited as the example ; and 
the only two alternatives possible are :—(a) the Rock-crystal 
actually differs through the difference in its associates, or 
(b) it does not differ. “ But what of this?” Well, if 
the Rock-crystal actually differs, then it does not afford an 
instance (in support of the Parvapalsa); while if it does not 
differ, then the question is—whence arises the notion of 


_ 


Var. P. 408. 


* So that itis not only that there is no reason in support of the Pūrvapaksa ; 
there are reasons against it. 


Pa 
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diversity in regard to it? If it be held that this notion arises 
from the diversity of its associates,—then (we ask)—how 

do you know that the associates are different? If the know- 
ledge be held to be duó to the difference in the Cognitions, 
then there is self-contradiction; for the two statements—‘ the 
and ‘the Cognition is different ’— 


oe ; 3 
~ Emanation is not different 
the two terms ‘Emanation’ and 


are mutually contradictory ; 
‘Cognition’ being, according to the Sankhya, synonymous. 

[The Sankhya asks |—“ Whatis your reason supporting 
the view that the Emanations (Cognitions) are diverse? 

[The Bhasya answers|]—The reason consists in finding 
that Cognitions appear and disappear one after the other ; 
as a matter of fact, it is found that Cognitions are born and 
disappear one after the other, Further, inasmuch as 
the notion of diversity pertains to oneas well as to diverse ob- 
jects, whence do you get at the idea that the notion appears in 
regard to what is really diverse, or in regard to what is only 
one 2* That is to say, we have found the notion of diversity 

_ appearing in regard to the Rock-Crystal, which is really only 
one ; and we have also found the notion of diversity appear- 
ing in regard to Odour, &c., which are really diverse ; so that 
the notion of diversity being found to appear under both 
circumstances, it cannot be right to assert (on the strength 
of the said notion alone) that the thing (with regard to which 
the notion appears) is really cither one or many. 

Then again, the notion of diversity that is found in re- 
gard to one and the same Rock-crystal cannot possibly 
appear unless there is (actual) diversity in the Cognitions ; 
so that for one who holds all Cognition to be one only, there 


o'Dhis anticipates the following Parvapaksa argument—* The notion of diversity 
in regard to Cognitions may be treated as the reason for regarding the Emanations 
as one ; the reasoning baing stated in the form—the Emanations are one ouly— bce- 
cause these appear in regard to the (false) notions of diversity —as in the case of 
the Rock-Crystal, So that itis not true that there is no reason stated in Su. 9 in 
support of our contention. ” 
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cannot appear, in regard to the Rock-crystal, such diverse 
cognitions as the ‘ blue’ and the like. Some people might 
Suggest the explanation that—“it is quite true that in 
regard tothe Rock-crystal, the notions of blue &c. should 
not appear; for there is (in such cases) no direct connection 
(of the blue &c. with the perceiving organ); as a matter of- 
of fact, the blue object is not in contact with the Visual 
Organ ; if it is in contact, then it is that object which would 
be perceived as blue, and not the Rock-crystal; so that it is 
only right that the notion of blue should not appear in regard 
to the Rock-crystal,—as such a notion could be co-substrate 
with the Rock-crystal (and not the blue substance). ” But 
this explanation cannot be accepted ; because we find close 
juxtaposition; (in the phenomenon under consideration) 
what are in contact with the Eye are the Rock-crystal and 
the blue object in close juxtaposition ; so that it is only 
natural that by reason of this close contact the blue colour 
is imposed upon the Crystal, and there arises the misconcep- 
tion that it is blue; just as in the case of things that are 
really apart from one another, if one fails to perceive the space 
intervening between them, he bas the misconception that they 
are in close touch with one another. [So that the impro- 
priety of the notion of ‘blue’ in regard to the Rock-crystal 
cannot be explained as being due to absence of connection]. 
He for whom there is no diversity in Cognitions—and all 
Cognition is one—, for him the scientific doctrine that ‘there 
are three Instruments of Cognition’ would be not true; for 
if there is no diversity in the Cognitions, there can no divers- 
ity in the Instruments of Coguition [and yet the Sankhya 
himself declares that ‘ there are three Instruments of Cogni- 
tion’). “ The threefoldness is due to-the diversity in the ob- 
jects cognised.” If you mean by this that— 
“ the objects cognised are of three different kinds, 
and being affected by this, the Cognition also becomes three- 
fold ”,—this cannot be right; for diversity in the objects 
Nyaya Vol. TII, 225, 
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cognised cannot be apprehended without diversity in tho 
Instruments of Cognition*; as a matter of fact, unless there 
is diversity in the Instruments of Cognition, we cannot ap- 
prehend any diversity in the objects cognised. “But it 
may be due to identity with the object.” If you mean 
E “by this that—“‘it is the object itself which, being (diverse) 
= as it is, appears as such (in the Cognition} ,”—this cannot be 
accepted ; as in that case there would be no use for the Instru- 
ments of Cognition ; i. e. if it is as you put it, then the Instru- 

=- ments of Cognition are useless. Further, your theory involves: 
ss. two self-contradictions (or incongruities) : viz. (a) you assert 
that ‘ diversity of objects is not indicated by diversity of Instru- 
ments of Cognition,’ and then again, that ‘the object becomes 
diverse because of its being identical with Coguitions’ [and 
these two statements are incompatible with one another]; 
‘and (6) you assert that ‘the person cognises as the Buddhi 
determines’, and this also is incongruous [as Lhe determining 
and the cognising must be done by the same agent ; and] be- 
cause of the absence of variety (or diversity); what you say 
is possible only in the case of a thing possessed of variety ; it 
is not possible in the case of that which is devoid of variety 
[7. e. which is non-different]. Further, the assertion that 
‘one apprehends the Cognition as subsisting in Buddhi? also 
is contradictory; as this statement [which means that the 
Buddhi is the substratum in which the Cognition subsists], 
taken along with the tenet that Buddhi and Cognition are 
one and the same, would mean that the substratum and the 
thing subsisting in it are one and the same: According to 
you Cognition being the same as Buddhi, the said assertion 
would mean that the substratum (Buddhi) is the same as 


"As a matter of fact, the diversity in the objects is due to the diversity in the 
Cognition or. in the Instruments of Cognition ; and not vice versa. 


{That is, the object and the Go 3uition being identical, when the former is diverse, 
the latter also becomes so, 
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that which subsists in it (i. e. the Cognition) ; so that tho 


assertion——‘ one apprehends the Cognition as subsisting i in 
14 
the Buddhi ’—involves self. contradiction. 


IND or SECTION (1). e 


-da~ 


Section (2). 
(Sūtras 10—17.) 
Geamination of the Theory that Things of the World «re 
undergoing destruction every moment. 
Bhiasya on Sà. (10). 


[P. 168, L. 2 to L. 12.] 


Under Sã. 9, the Sazkhya has asserted that—* The notion 
of diversity in regard to the Emanation is analogous to the 
motion of diversity in regard te the rock-crystal”’; —being 
unable to admit this, the Nihilist [who holds that things of 
the world are ina conuaaons Huge undergoing destruction 
every moment] argues as follows :* 


% Kaving thus refuted the Sankhya doctrine from tke standpoint of the Nydya, 
‘the Author, with a view to point out the defects in that doctriae pointed out by the 
Bauddha philosephers, proceeds, first, to expound the doctrine of the Bauddhas— 
Latparya. i 

Though the main subject-matter of this section—the demelition of the 
Nihilistic philosephy,—is of use in all philosophical systems, yet in the present 
context, it has been introdaced with a view to the proving of the Soul’s existence ; 
ät is only when the continued existence of things has been established that there 
can be any force in the arguments, based upon Recognition, that have been put 
£orward ander Si. 3.1. 1, ef seq.3 and it is ‘only when the difference between qualities 
‘and things possessed of qualities has been established that wecan prove the existence 
of the Soul, as the necessary substratnm of such well-known qualities as Desire and 
the rest—Parishuddhi. 

Some people have held that this is only a part, and continuation, of the foregoing 
sections and should not be treated as a separate section ; specially becaase the Bhasya 
at the end of the present section concludes withthe words— Thus it is proved that 
Bud@hiis not-eternal *, from which it is clear thet the Bhasya takes tke whole as 
‘one section dealing with the non-clernality of Buddhi. Bat the fact of the matter is 
that the subject-matter of the present section is totally different; the Bhagya- 
‘conclusion is due to the fact that the sabject of the present section has been intre- 
duced in connection with the xon-elernality of Buddhi.—Vardhamana. 
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Satra (19). 
[The Nihilist says|—‘‘In tits ROCK-CRYSTAL ALSO, 

THERE ARE PRODUCED FRESH ROCK-CRYSTALS ONE AFTER 

THE OTHER; SINCE ALL INDIVIDUAL THINGS ARE MOMENT- 

ARY; HENCE WHAT HAS DEEN STATED (IN S. 9) 1S WITHOUT 

REASON.” (St. 10). 

“The proposition (stated in S5. 9) that—‘In the case 
of the Rock-crystal, the notion of diversity is due to the 
diversity of its associates, the Rock-crystal remaining one 
and the same during the whole time’—is without any reason 
dn its support ;—‘ Why ?’—decause in the Rock-crystal also 
there are produced fresh rock-crystals one after the other; that 
is to sar, in what is regarded as the Rock-crystal, several 
rock-crystals appearand several disappear (during the time) ; 
—‘how is that?’—since all individual things are momentary ; 
the ‘moment’ is an extremely small point of time; and things 
whose existence lasts only for that time are called ‘ momen- 
tary’. ‘How do you know that individual things are 
momentary? We infer this from the fact that in the case 


of the Body and such things we find a continuous series of. 


growth and decay ; in the Body the essence of food taken, 
brought about by the process of digestion, grows into blood 
and the other constituents. of the body ; and this growth and 
consequent decay goes on continuously; and by ‘growth’ 
there is production or birth of the individual things, and by 
‘decay ’ there is destruction.* It is in this fashion that, by a 
process of modification of its constituent elemeats, there 
comes about, in the Body, in due course of time, a growth 
or development. And what is found in the case of ono 
Individual thing, (in the shape of the Body) should be under- 
stood to apply to every individual thing.” + 


© We have adopted and translated the reading as in the printed text. In place 
of afentrenteagr &c. however, the two Puri Mss. and the Bhaésyachandra read 
fers ear &c. By this reading the passage should be translated thus’ "In the 
case of the Body we find that there is palti, ripening, which is a form of destruction; 


and there is continuous growth and decay of tle food-essence, which becomes 
destroyed and then turns irto blood &c.’. 


The Nihilistic position is thus summed up in the Tétparya—* All that exists 
must be momentary,—as the Body ;—and the Rock-erystal also, being something that 
exists, must be momentary. In the case of the Body we find that it undergocs 


growth and decay, in course of time becoming fat and lean ; from which we infer 
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Varlika on St, (10). 
[P. 409, L. II to P. 410, L. 6.] 

Under Si. 9 the Sanrkhya has asserted ĝe. §e.—says the 
Bhasya; and against this the Bauddha Nihilist says—“ Ins 
th- Rock-erystal §e. &o.”—says the Satra. “Itis not right 
to assert that there is notion of diversity in regard to the 
Rock-crystal which remains one and the same ,—hecause 
individual things are momentary ;—and this momentary 
character of things is proved by our finding that there is 
continued growth and decay ; that is, the momentary charac- 
ter of things is inferred from the fact that jn the case of the 
Body and such things, we find that the essential juices 
(of food) brought about by the process of digestion, go 
on growing and decaying (increasing and decreasing) 
every moment; and ‘growth’ means the production and 
‘decay’ means the destruction, of the individual; and the 
actual production and destruction of the Body (as a: whole) 
appear ab another time; from which it is concluded that 
the Body undergoes growth and decay every 
moment, A thing that is not found to under- 
go growth and decay every moment, does not undergo them at 
any time at all; as we find in the case of the Earth: while 
the Earth (the Earthy Object, the Jar) itself remains unchang- 
ed by baking, there is no appearance or disappearance, in it, 


Var, P, 410, 


of such qualities as are produced by baking ; and just as in the 
Earth, which is being baked, there go on momentary trans- 
formations, so are there in every individual thing. This 
argument may be formulated thus:—VYhe Body must be 


that itis undergoing minute chargesevery moment; and these changes constitute 
so many ‘destructions’, Even thoughsuch growth and decay are not apparent ia 
the case of the Rock-crystal and such things, yet weare justified in assuming that 
there must be such in these cases also, because they are entities, like the Body.” 
So that the notion of diversity in the case of the Rock-crystal is not mistaken; there 
ure really diverse crystals, appearing one after the other; though the crystal 
apparently remains the same. 
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regarded as becoming different at cach point of time,—be- 
eause while the cognition of its external form continues the 
same, at the end, a change is perceived in it :—just as in the 
ease of the Earthy substance which is being baked, and in 
the case of the Harthy substance which is not being baked.” 


Saira l1). 

[The Naiyāyika’s answer to the above Bauddha argument }— 
INASMUCH AS THERE TS NO REASON IN SUPPORT OF THE 
UNIVERSAL PROPOSITION,—WE CAN ADMIT OF 1F ONLY IN 
ACCORDANCE WITH OUR EXPERIENCE (Sa. 12). 

Bhasya on Să. (11). 
[P. 163, L. 14 to P. 164, L. 2} 


Itis not universally true that ‘in all individual things 
there is a continuous series of growth and decay, just as 
there isin the Body’ ;—why?—because there is no reason or 
proof in support of such a universal proposition ; that is, such 
a universal proposition is net supported either by Perception 
or by Inference. Hence we can admit of it only accordance 
with our experience; that is, in cases where we actually per- 
eeive such continuous series of growth and decay, there, by 
reason of our actually seeing the appearance and disappear- 
ance of several individual entities, one after the other, we 
admit of such a series of growth and decay ; e.g., in the case 
of the Body and such other things; where, on the other hand, 
we do not perceive any such series, there we deny it; e.g., in 
the case of such things as the stone and the like. In the case 
of the Rock-crystal, we do not? perceive any such series of 
growth and decay. Hence it is not right to assert that “ in 
the Rock-crystal, there are produced fresh rock-crystals, one 
after the other” (Sa. 10); for such an assertion (attributing 
growthand deeay to all things on the ground of the Body 
boing subject to growth and decay) would be similar to 
the attributing of the bitter taste to all things on the ground 
of the Arka (a poisonous plant) being bitter ! 


Vartika on Su. (11). 
[P. 410, L. 6 to P. 411, L, 2]. 
Inasmuch as cic, ete.—says the Sutra. The finding of 
the continuous series of growth and decay in the Body, may 
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prove the fact of the Body being different at each moment 
of its existence; but it cannot prove such Diversity (of 
individual entities) in the ease of the Rock-crystal and such 
things, in whom we do not find any such peculiar growth and 
decay ; so that what the Nihilist has put forward is not a 
valid reason at all, “There must be diversity where it 
3s actually pérceived ”. If you mean by this that—“ by 
the perception of the series of growth and decay we do not 
seek to prove the momentariness of all things ; all that we 
mean is that where there is such a series of growth and decay, 
the things is momentary ”;—then ouv answer is that it is 
quite true that in cases where there is continuous growth and 
decay, there is a diversity of individual entities; but this does 
not mean that they are momentary; inasmuch as ‘ percep- 
tion of growth and decay ’, whichis capable of being otherwise 
accounted for, cannot be accepted jas a reason for (i. e. neces- 
sarily proving) momentariness. “ How can it be accounted. 
for otherwise ? ” Well, what happens in the case of the 
Body is that. the component particles ef the Body, on becom- 
ing joined by the particles of food, renounce their former 
composite form and take up another, and thus bring about 
another body (different from the former); and thus it is only 
right that we should admit of diversity (of individual bodies) 
[on the strength of the fact put forward; but it cannot be 
accepted as a valid reason (for regarding the bodies as 
momentary). 

«Tho statement of the proposition is similar in both 
cases.” If you mean by this that—‘‘it is admitted that the 
component particles of the Body being joined by the parti- 
cles of food renounce their former composite form and take 
up another, and bring about a different (new) body; but it 
is not admited that the new body is produced, because of the 


. momentary character (of the former body); now what is 


the reason for this? ”’—our answer ig that we do not admit ` 
Nyaya Vol. III. 281. 
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it because it is no proof; thit is, it is not that we seek to 
prove the diversity of bodies by the presence of growth and 
decay through food; you have asserted that the body is a 
different one because there are found in it features that dis- 
tinguish it from the former body,—and from that you have 
deduced the momentary character of bodies,—so that you 
make ‘the perception of distinguishing features’ the reason 
for ‘momentary character’; and what we do is 
simply to point out that the said ‘ perception 
of distinguishing features’ is capable of being otherwise 
accounted for, and hence can not be a réason for ‘momentary 
character; and we do not assert anything as a proof (for 
diversity). 


Var. P. 411. 


Bhasya on Si. (12). 
[P. 164, L, 2 to L. 8]. 


Some people hold that—“ Every object consists of a 
series of entities, each entity being entirely destroyed and 
succeeded by an entirely different entity, without any trace 
of the former,—and each of these entities has but a momen- 
tary. existence ;”—but this view 


CAN NOT BE ACCEPTED ; BECAUSE THE CAUSE OF PRODUCTION 
AND OF DESTRUCTION (HEN PRESENT) ARE PERCEIVED. 
(Su. 12). 


The augmentation of component particles is perceived to 
be the ‘cause of production ,’ in the case, for instance, of the 
Ant-hill and such other things; and the disruption of compo- 
nent particles is perceived to be the ‘cause of destruction,’ 
in the case, for instance, of the Jar and such other things. 
But when a philosopher holds that a thing is destroyed, with- 
out losing any of its component particles, or that a thing is 
produced, without having its component particles augment- 
ed,—there can not be perceived any cause, either of the 


“total destruction ’ or of the ‘ production’ of an entirely new 
thing.* 


2 The Virtika explains the argumemt somewhat differently. 
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Vartika on Si. (12). 
[P. 411, L. 2 to P. 418, L. 3]. 


In case it be necessary for us to put forward positive 
proof (of Diversity), we put forward the following— Because 


the cause af production and of destruction is always perceived— 
says the Stra. 


(A) In the case of the Ant-hilland the Jar respectively, 
we perceive the ‘cause of production,’ in the form of aug- 
mentation, and the ‘ cause of destruction,’ in the form disrup- 
lion ; these two would not be possible if things had really 
momentary existence. ‘ Augmentation’ means growth—e.c. 
when we say ‘the bull has grown ; ‘ Disruption’ means 

p decay ;—e g., when we say ‘the bull has decayed ; both these 
ia expressions pertain to things that have continuons existence ; 
when a new thing is produced, we do not say that ‘it has 
grown ;’ nor when it is destroyed do we say ’it has decayed.’ 
> So that what the Sura means is— inasmuch we perceive the 
cause of production, in the shape of augmentation, and tho 
| cause of destruction in the shape of decay [things can not 

| have merely momentary existence].* 

(B) Or, the term ‘ ka@rana,’ in the Sira may be taken 
as standing forthe ‘substratum,’ the “ container’; the 
‘karya’ or product being the ‘contained; and what the 
Sttra means is that, ‘if things are momentary, the relation 
of container and contained, the relation of cause and effect 
is not possible ;—hence, the meaning of the Sūtra is— inas- 
much as we perceive the relation of Cause and Effect (among 
things), things cannot be momentary’; the argument being 


=a, 


° This is the Vartila’s interpretation of the Sūtra ;—this is somewhat different 
{ from the interpretation of the Bhäsya, according to which the Siitra means— in- 
asmuch as the causes of production and destruction are always perceived, if 
present,—and as we can not perceive any such cause in the care of the momentary 
production and destruction of things,—we conclude that there is no such pro- 

4 duction or destruction,’ 
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formulated in the form—‘ The Cause and Effect must exist at 
the same point of time, - because they bear to each other 
- the relation of container and contained,—just like the milk 
and the basin’; the milk is contained in the basin, and exists at 
“What you say cannot be 


the same time as the basin. 
accepted; as there ig no such thing as the relation of con- 
> 


tainer and contained,” If you mean by this that—‘ no 
such relation as that of container and contained subsists 
between the cause and its effect, because as a matter of fact, 
the Effect is not contained in anything at all; we have never 

3 À F aon j 
seen any Effoct being contained in anything, —our answer 
ig that this is not true, the premiss propounded being not 
it is not exactly true that ‘ no effect is contained 


quite true: 
for according to both parties, Colour is an 


in anything’ ; 
effect and is yet contained in something ; and further, it goes 
against your own tenet that ‘Touch is the substratum of 
Colour’; that is, if Colour be held to be not contained in 
anything, then that contradicts your assertion that ‘ Touch 
js the substratum of Colour. Gn the strength of this exam- 
ple of Colour—which bears testimony to the coevalty of two 
things—whatever pair of things we prove to be coeval,—all 
those things come to be proved as existing at the same poing 
of time. 

[The Opponent takes up a new line of argument ]— Even 
among momentary things we find the relation of cause and 
effect; both destruction and production happening at the 
same point of time; e.g., in the case of the rising and dip- 
ping of the two ends of the scale.” {f you mean by this 

that—the relation of Cause and Effect is possible among 
momentary things also, the appearance of the effect being 
simultaneous with the destruction of the cause: the effect 
comes into existence at the moment that the cause is des- 
troyed; and while it is undergoing destruction the Cause is 
extant, and the production of the Effect comes about at the 
same moment of time as the destruction of the cause; just 


a Vol. TIT. 234. 
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as the rising of one end of the scale and the dipping of the 
ether occur at the same moment,’ —our answer is that this 
ìs not right, as you have not understood the meaning of the 
reason we have put forward: we do not say that there is no 
relation of Cause and Effect among momentary things ; what 
we mean is that the Cause and the Effect existing at two 
different points of time, they cannot bear to each other the re- 
lation of container and contained ; and that there is no in- 
stance to show that an Effect exists without substratum for 
container); while in support of our view—that the Effect 
is contained in the cause—we have the instance of Colour, 
etc.“ Then as regards the action of the Szale (that you 
have cited as an instance of simultaneity of cause and effect), 
we do not accept the view that the rising of one end and the 
dipping of the other are two distinct acts; in fact the two 
together form a single act; and as such this cannot be 
regarded as an instance of the simultaneity of two acts; that 
is to say, if what you put forward refers to the Scale (as a 
Whole}, then the two acts (of rising and dipping) that you 
spoke of constitute a single act of swinging (of the entire 
Scale); and there being a single act, it is not right to speak 
of ‘simultaneity’ in this connection; for what is one cannot 
be spoken of as ‘simultaneous,’ If, however, you refer to 
the two parts (pans, of the scale),—then, inasmuch as no 
one holds the view that these two acts are related to each 


° The Qpponent has been trying to show that the relation of Cause and Effect 
is possible also among momentary things. But it is not the relation of cause 
and effect that we put forward as the reason for the non-momentary character of 
things; itis the relation of container and contained as SeiSaliteys between cause 
and effect, that we have put forward as the reason ; and this latter relation is not 
possible in the case of momentary things. What too is the meaning of the 
‘destruction’ of the cause? Does it consist in the non-existence of the cause ? 
Or in the presence of the causes leading to its destruction? If the former, there 
there can be no simultaneity between Cause and Effect ; and if the latter, the cause 
of destruction coming into existence while the thing to be destroyed is still pres- 
ent, how can this latter be regarded as momentary? If the Effect came into exis- 
tenceat the same time a3 the Cause, then the two being likethe two horns of the 
Cow, one could not be regarded as the cause of the other.—Tatparya. 
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other as cause and effect [since the Rising subsisting in one 
pan, cannot be the cause of the Dipping in the other pan}, 
what could be related to what? [the two acts subsisting in 
two distinct substrata]. If what you mean to lay stress upon 
is only the stmultaneity (between the Rising and Dipping of 
the two ends of the scale) ;—then our answer is that there is 
simultaneity between things only when there is simultaneity 
between their causes; ie., it isonly when the causes of several 
things exist at the same time that those things come into 
existence simultaneously; so that there can be no connection 
between the Rising and the Dipping (of the two ends of the 
scale themselves ) ; and as for the simultaneity of their causes, 
—this is not possible; for the cause of the Rising consists 
of gravity, a certain effort and some conjunctions; and that 
of the Dipping the cause consists of the contact of the scale 
with the string as aided by the contact of substances possess- 
ed of gravity. [Thus then, eyen though between Rising 
and Dipping there may be this simultaneity that their causes 
are simujtaneous, it does not prove anything either as regards 
-the Rising and Dipping between cause and effect, or as regards 
things being momentary]. If the Opponent should deny 
that Motion or Conjunction are distinet things,—this has 
already been answered: it has been already pointed out 
that Conjunction is something different; and being the cause 
of Conjunction, Motion also must be something 
different. 

Even such causes of production and destruction as are 
found present in the case of certain things are not found to 
be present in the case of the Rock-crystal; and what is 
never found cannot be admitted. 

Stlra (13). 
[The Nihilist says]— 
“ JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE DESTRUCTION OF MILE; 

AND THE PRODUCTION OF CURD, THE OAUSE IS NOT PERCEIVED 

{AND is yer ADMITTED |,—SO WOULD IT BE IN THE CASE 

OF THE SUBSTANOES IN QUESTION.’ —Sw. (13), 


Yar. P. 413. 
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Bhasya on (St. 13). 
[L. 164, L. Il to L. 13.] 


“ [When milk is turned into curd| though we do not 
perceive the cause either of the destruction of the milk, or 
of the production of the curd, yet the existence of such 
cause is admitted; - similarly in the case of the Rock-crystal, 
the existence of the cause of destruction, as also of the 
production, of several individual entities should be admitted.” 


Vartika on Su, (18). 
[P. 413, L. 7 to L. 9.] 

“Just as in the case of the destruction of milk ge ge.— 
says the Safra. Even though the cause of the destruction 
of milk is not perceived, and yet it is admitted; so also the 
cause of the production of the curd; in the same manner, 
the causes of the production of the individual Crystal-entitics 
are not perceived, yet they should be admitted.” 

Sūtra (14), 
[The Siddhantin answers}.— 
INASMOCH AS THERE IS ACTUAL APPREHENSION 

THROUGH INDIOATIVES, THERE ÅS NO NON-PERCEPTION (in 

THE CASE OF MILK AND CURD).—Si. (14). 


Bhasya on Sia. (14.) 
[P. 164, L. 15. to P. 168, L. 1.] 


As a matter of fact, the cause of the destraction of Milk 
is actually apprehended,—being indicated by the destruc- 
tion of the Milk; similarly the cause of the production of 
Curd is also apprehended,—being indicated by the production 
of the Curd ; so that it is not true that there is “ non-percep. 
tion” (of the said causes).* Contrary to this is the case of. 


° That there is destruction of the Milk is inferred from the appearance of Gnrd 
in the milk-particles; the inference being—‘In the milk-particles there has been 
destruction of Milk, because there have appeared in them particles of a substance 
other than, not compatible with, Milk, and the destruction of Milk being thua 
cognised, inasmuch as the said destruction ia an effect, it must have a cause ; 
so that the cause of destruction is indicated by, has for its indicative, the destruction. 
The indicative of the production of Curd consists in the actual” perception of the 
Curd; and when. the production is thus cognised, inasmuch as itis an effect, it 
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such substances as the Roek-crystal and the like; for in 
the case of these, there is nothing to indicate the 
productions of several individual entities (in the same 
object); which leads us to conclude that there is no such 
production (of several entities in a piece of Rock-crystal), 
Vartika on St, (14). 
[P. 413, L. 11 to P. 421, L. 13). 

Inasmuch as there is actual apprehension etc. etc., —says 
the Sura. That which is actually apprehended through 
indicatives cannot be said to be non-existent. Quite 
different is the case of the Rock-crystal and such substances ; 
that is to say, there is nothing to indicate that in each such 
object as the piece of Rock-erystal there are productions of 
several (momentary) entities. “Tt is not true that there 
is nothing to indicate this; the diversity in the touch, which 
is cool and warm, proves that tbere is diversity (in the 
things); as a matter of fact, we find that there are different 
kinds of touch, cool or warm, only when there are different 
things; as we find in the case of Fire and Water [the two 
being regarded as different things, because one is hot and 
the other covl]*;—and such diversity of touch is found in 
the case of the piece of Rock-crystal also [from which it 
follows that several pieces have come into existence ].” 


It is true that there is thts diversity of touch (in the case 
of the Rock-erystal) ; bat it is due to other causes. 

“ What is that cause 2” 

That cause consists of the entrance (into it) of particles 
of Fire and Water; that is, when particles of Water enter 


into it, the Rock-crystal becomes cool, and when particles of 
Fire enter into it, it becomes hot. 


— 


cause of the production of Curd’ is indicated 
by its production. And it is not true that “the cause of the destruction of 


Milk and that of production of Curd are not perceived” (as urged by the Opponent 
in Si. 13).—Bhasyachandra, 3 
° Similarly, 


must have a cause; so that the ‘ 


the piece of Rock-crystal is cool at one moment, and warm the next, 


which shows that the former piece has disappeared and a new piece has been pro- 
duced in its place. s 
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“Tt is not right to say that there is entrance of Water 
and Fire particles; for there can be no reason for such 
particles entering iuto things in varying quantities; for in- 
Stance, when during the winter pieces of wood, earth, stone 
aud metal are exposed to the atmosphere at night, the degree 
of coolness found in these things is varying, the succeeding 
being cooler than the preceding [the metal cooler than the 
Stone, which is cooler than the earth, which again is cooler 
than the wood]; and similarly when those same things are 
exposed to the rays of the summer sun, the degree of heat 
found in them is varying, the succeeding being 
hotter than the preceding; all this variation 
would (according to you) mean that varying quantities of 
Water and Fire particles have entered tbe said things [more 
Water and Fire particles entering into the Metal than into 
the Stone, and so forth] ; but we find no reason (or justifica- 
tion) for any such assumption. From all this it follows that 
the right explanation of the phenomena in question is that 
at each different moment of time, things are produced out 
of the particles of the elemental substances concerned, and 
those things, by their very nature, imbibe, from external 
causes, the varying qualities mentioned. *” 

Certainly this would not be the right explanation ; for the 
entrance of Water and Fire particles does not set aside the 
‘nature of things’ [so that the view that such particles enter 
the things is not incompatible with what the Opponent has 
said in connection with the ‘nature of things’|; so that the 
explanation based upon the ‘nature of things’ being equally. 
available for both parties, such, ‘nature of things’ cannot 
serve as a reason (for one view or the other)t. Further, 


Var. P. 414. 


* “When the piece of Metal is exposed to the Sun, it is not true that larger 
quantities of fire-particles enter into it ; what happens is that out of the same con- 
stituent particles a fresh piece of Metal is prodaced, endowed with the additional 
amount of heat ; and so forth,” 

+ The reasonings put forward by the Opponent do not prove the momentary 
character of things. For if the divergent qualities of the metal, stone &c., were due 
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the reason put forward by the Nihilist (‘ because in the Wood, 
Stone, &c., there isa varying degree of qualities of cool- 
ness &.,’) is also ‘coutradictory *; that is, if you do not 
admit the view that particles (of Water and Fire &c.) 
enter into ,things,—then you stultify your own doctrine 
that “the Elemental Substances (Barth, Water aad Air} 
are of the nature of hardness, viscidity, heat, and mo- 
tion,” «How so ?” Well, (according to yon) 
the thing that was Aard becomes hot at one time, 
that which was hot becomes hard; so that the thing which 
was of one nature, comes to be one of two and three 
natures.* For one, on the other hand, whoaccepts the view 
that particles of substance enter into things, this absurd con- 
tingency does not arise ; because when a thing (that was not 
hot hefore) becomes hot, what happens, according to this 
view, is that it acquires the heat subsisting in another 
substance which is in close contact with the former. 


to the coming into existence of new stones and new metals at‘each moment of 
time, and every diversity of character were due only to the production of new 
eutities, —then it would be possible to perceive divergent characteriscics in the singlo 
piece of wood also; as according to the Nihilist, in the piece of wood also several 
individual entities are always coming into existence. Hence the rigot view would 
appear to be that in the piece of wood itself, there are two such distinct qualities as 
serve to distinguish it from the metal and the stone ; though these do not distinguish 
it from the several wood-picces that go on being produced momeutarily (according 
to the Nihilist). And these same distinct qualities wonld serve to account for the 
divergent qualities of coolness and heat, also under the theory that things are not 
momentary :—so that the arguments adduced do not necessarily prove the moment- 
ary character of things.—7'tparya. 


e According to the Nihilist, what distinguishes one elemental substance from 
another is that Earth is bard, the Water is viscid, Fire is hot, and Air is mobile. Now 
turning to the phenomenon cited by the Nihilist, when the Stone becomes hot, what 
happens, according to him, is that in place of the Earth, which was dry, there 
has come into existence, the Fire, which is hot ; and when the stone becomes cool, 
there is produced, in place of Earth, Water ; and so forth ; and thus the same piece 
of Stone being both hot and cool and dry, all these three would be found present in 
the same Stone ; sothat tho three qualities could not be regarded as mutually exclus 
ive. And this would be directly against the Nihilist’s tenets.—Tat parya. 
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There is a further ‘contradiction ’ (or incongruity) in- 
volved intho reason put forward by the Nihilist, “How P” 
Because it admits the presence of diverse peculiarities in one 
and the same thing: That is, according to this, one and the 
same thing becomes, at one and the same time, hard as 
well as hot, and this becomes endowed with a threefold 
character ; so that the reason—‘ because we perceive pecu- 
liarities "becomes ‘contradictory,’ inasmuch as it goes 
against a former assertion made by yourself [and this is 
the definition of the ‘ contradictory’ Reason, as propounded in 
Sa 1-2-6] * If (with a view to escape from this difficulty) 
you say that—“‘it isnot mere peculiarity that proves diversity ; 
only such peculiarities prove diversity as are incompatible 
with one another (and as such cannot coexist) ;”—this cannot 
be right; for it shows that you have not grasped our mean- 
ing: We also do not say that mere peculiarity proves 
the diversity of things; but only such peculiarities as are 
not compatible with one another, and which are clearly 
differentiated from one another can serve as the differentia 
of things;—and what we mean is that these peculiarities 
(which go to differentiate Earth, Water, &c.,) must be 
mcompatible with one another; if they were not so, they 
could not serve as differentias [so that when you say 
that the stone which was hard, avd as such possess- 
ed of the differentia of Earth, becomes hot, and as 
such endowed with the differentia of Fire, it clearly 
means that the stone becomes the substratum of two ins 
compatible qualities]; and further, if all three differentias 
Hardness of Eurth, Hotness of Fire, Viscidity of Water and 


°The explanation provided by the Nihilist is not only incompatible with 
his definition of the Elemental Substances, but it also contradicts his former 
assertion. Under Si. 3-2-10, the perception of peculiarities has been urged as the 
reason for diversity (in the Rock-crystal) ; now itis said that the same thing—the 
piece of stone—is endowed with two or three peculiarities, so that the ‘ perception of 
peculiarities’ is made the ground for sameness ; and this involves ‘contradiction’ of 
whathas been asserted before. 
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“Mobility of Air) subsisted in a single Object (the piece of 


stone for instance), then, by what particular name would 
that Object be called? If it be called ‘ Earth,’ that can not 
be right, for itis found to be hot (and heat belongs to Fire 
only);—if it be called ‘ Fire,’ that also can not be right; for 
it is found to be hard ;—similarly with Air also. Thus then 
it is clear that either the reason adduced by you is contradic- 
tory to your definition of Earth &c., or it does not prove 
diversity. 

What we have said above applies also to the case of heat 
perceived in Water (exposed to fire); in Water 
also, heat, viscidity and mobility subsist at one 
and the same time [when for instance, Water is boiling]. 


Var. P. 415. 


(Against the theory that when Water becomes hot, par- 
ticles of Fire enter into it, the objection has been raised 
that— if Fire-particles have entered into Water, then, just 
as we perceive there the hot touch of Fire, so should we 
also perceive therein the Colour of Fire; just as we do in 
the red-hot ball of Iron;”—against this objection] some 
Naiyayikas * have offered the answer that—‘It is not right 
to urge the possibility of the perception of the Colour of Fire 
in the Water; because the Colour (though present) is sup- 
pressed.’ 


But this explanation is not right; for it shows that the 
person who offers this explanation does not know the 
doctrines of Nyāya: it is not the Naiydyika’s view that the 
Colour of Fire is suppressed by the Colour of Water ; his view 
is that the non-perception of Colour (of Fire, in the Water) 
is due tothe fact of Fire being of four kinds ; ithas already been 
established in the section of ‘Sense-organs’ that Fire is of 


four kinds,—that which has its Colour suppressed, and so 


° The Bhasyachandra, in quoting this passage, reads gà} after siaaa; 


we have adopted this reading, whichis also in keeping with the Tatparya. 
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forth, * [Vide Bhasya under Si. 3:36, where it is shown - 


that Wire is—(1) with Colour and Touch manifested, (2) 
with Colour manifested and ‘Louch unmanifested, (3) 
with Touch manifested and Colour unmanifested, and (4) 
with neither Colour nor Touch manifested; and the Fire 
in heated water is of the third kind, hence it is that we 
do not perceive its colour]. 

[The Martika takes up the criticism’ of the Proposi« 
tion put forward by the Nihilist]—What is the precise 
meaning of the proposition ‘In the rock-crystal, there 
come into existence diverse rock-crystals” ? If it sim- 
ply means that it is ‘something different’, then the argu- 
ment is superfluous, seeking to aprove what is already 
established: for the Rock-crystal is certainly ‘something 
different’—fromthe Jar, for instance, and such other things 
(this is admitted by all parties]. If it means that it is ‘some- 
thing different’ from another piece of Rock-crystal,—that also 
is as before [forall parties admit one piece of Rock-crystal 
to be different from another piece]. If it means that the 
Rock-crystal is ‘something different’ from the previous 
Rock-crystal’, (the piece of Rock-crystal which, at the 
previous moment, existed in the place where we see the 
present Rock-crystal), then we ask—which is that ‘ previous 
rock-crystal’ from which it is different? Inasmuch as you 
cannot specify any particular ‘ previous rock-crystal’, what 
is said would be meaningless; that is, in the case of such 
things as the Jar and the like there are certain qualities 
of Colour &c., which, as admitted by both parties, admit 
of the discussion as to their being different or non-different ; 
in the case in question on the other hand, there is no 
‘previous Rock-crystal’ admitted by both parties, from 
which the present rock-crystal could be regarded as 


ee 
* This passage quoted in the Bhkasyachandra reads -saeni agh- 


qrafin fafa aR. 
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different ;—if your Proposition refers to some such ‘previous 
Rock-crystal’ as is admitted by both parties, then no proof 
isneeded. [For the only ‘previous Rock-crystal’ that 
would be admitted by the Naiydyika would be some piece 
that existed at some previous time, and not a piece that existed 
in the same place as this present piece, as held by the 
Nihilist ; so that if the Nihilist also means only the former, 
then both of us being agreed as to that, no arguments are 
needed]. Ifagain, you accept the present piece of Rock- 
crystal, and assert some past piece of Rock-crystal as different 
from the former [i.e if: your proposition is in the form 
‘the past Rock-crystal was different from the present one 6 
and not in the form ‘the present Rock-crystal is different 
from the past one’],—then, in that case, the diversity of 
the qualities of cool and hot touch (which you put forward as 
the probans of your argument) would not be such as subsists 
in the subject of that proposition; as the diversity of 
qualities is perceived as subsisting in the present piece of 
Rock-crystal [and does not subsist in the past piece}; and 
further, who is there that does not admit that the past 
Rock-crystal is different from the present one? If how- 
ever it be meant that the same piece of Rock-crystal is 
‘different ’,—then this involves a clear self-contradiction : 
one and the same piece being that itself as also something 
different. Thus it is found that when we come to examine 
the ‘diversity’ (postulated by the Nihilist), it is found 
to be either superfluous (proving what is admitted by all 
parties), or contrary to the Nihilist’s own doctrines. 

“What the proposition In the rock-crystal there come 
into existence diverse rock-crystals’—means is that ‘the 
rock-erystal does not become the object of several non- 
simultaneous cognitions’ .” 


If such is the meaning of the Proposition, then there is 
no corroborative instunce. 
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“The Lamp would be the corroborative instance: The 
Lamp is never the object of several non-simultaneous cog- 
nitions, and yet it is possessed of the character of being an 
entity, and so forth; and this would afford an instance in 
corroboration of what we assert in regard to the Rock- 
crystal,” 

Not so; it is not admitted; it is not admitted by all that 
the Lamp and such things are never the object 
of non-simultaneous cognitions’; thisis not admit- 
ted, for the simple reason that all these things continue to 
exist for several moments {and as such must be the object 
of several ccgnitions], For instance [the Lamp continues to 
have existence during the entire series of the following pro- 
cesses]—(1) from its beginning to its end the Lamp is related 
to the presence of its cause at one moment of time, —(2) at 
the next moment there comes to be manifested in it the 
generic character of ‘Lamp,’—(@) then comes the moment 
when the action (of disruption) is set up in its component 
parts,—(+) then the moment at which there is disjunction 
among the parts,—(5) at the next moment the conjunction 
among the parts is destroyed,—(6) then comes the moment 
at which the Lamp becomes destroyed. Just as the Lamp, 
so all other things, when undergoing destruction, do so either 
by being reduced to the condition of their constituent cause, 
or by the appearance of their contrary [this refers to the 
case of Qualities only], or by the destruction of their sub- 
stratum; [which implies their continued existence for a 
number of moments];—a thing that has no cause can never 
be dostroyed ; according to us nothing that is without cause 
is ever destroyed. 

‘ [Tf the case of the Lamp does not provide the required 
corroborative instance] we may regard the case of the Rock- 
crystal as analogous to that of the action of the substance that 
is undergoing destruction [i. e. the action set up in the sub- 
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stance thab is undergoing destruction is destroyed, comes to 
an end, immediately after it begins ; similarly the individual 
Rock-crystal is destroyed immediately after it has come into 
existence |.” 

This also is not right; because in the first place the ad- 
mission of Action involves self-contradiction (on your part), 
and secondly because no such Action is admitted (by us).* 


“But the destruction of things is not due to any (ex- 
ternal) cause.” 


lf you mean by this that—‘‘there is no (external) 
cause to which the destruction of a thing is due; every- 
thing is destroyed the very moment thet it comes into exis- 
tence, ’’f—this can not be right; as none of the alternatives 
to this theory can be maintained: He who holds that “ the 
destruction of things is not due to any cause” should be 
asked the following questions :—( 4) Is it that, since there 
is no cause of destruction, there is no such thing as destruc- 
tion? or (B) that, since there is po cause (of destruction), 
destruction js eternal? According to you, things without 
cause are of two kinds—(1) they are either eternal, or (2) 


°(a) The whole fabric of Nihilistic doctrine is based upon the denial of all 
‘ Action” in substances ; because Action is possible in an object only when it con- 
tinues to exist for at least eufficient time to be endowed with a potentiality of that 
action and its actual manifestation. So that the very conception of ‘action’ is incom- 
patible with the Nihilistic theory. (b) We do not admit of any such action as is 
destroyed at the very moment of its existence ; for even the destruction of a sub- 
stance involves persistence for more than one moment : at one moment there is the 
action set up in the substance, at the next moment comes the destruction of the 
substance ; and then comes the destruction of the Action. So that the Action 
must subsist at least during three moments of time.—Tatparya. 


+ What the Opponent means is that what the Siddhantin has been urging would be 
trueif the destruction of things were due to the operation of some cause outside itself. 
As amatter of fact however the very production of the thing carries its own destruction. 
This argument is developed at great length in the fatparya, pp. 383-384, leading 
pe to the final conclusion—“ Inasmuch as the destruction of things is involved in 
its very existence, and is not due to an external cause, it is only natural that every- 
thing should have ouly a momentary existence, ” 
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non-existent; while according to us, they are of only one 
kind, eternal, (A) JE then, being without cause, destruc- 
tion be eternal, then the production of the thing becomes an 
impossibility ;—and_ the assertion, that “when the thing is 
produced it carries its own destruction with it,” is incongru- 
ous (involving a contradiction in terms) ; and further, this 
` would mean that the ewistence of a thing is not incompatible 
with its non-existence (destruction), and this would imply the 
permanent ewistence of the thing! [For even when its dese 
truction has come about, its existence may continue side by 
side with the destruction; just as the destruction continues 
side by side with existence). (B) If, on the other hand, 
(being without cause) the destruction be held to be non- 
-ewistent, this would mean that there is no destruction of any- 
thing; so that all things would be eternal! Further, if 
destruction were non-existent, then, in the absence of 
destruction, any such conception as ‘ this is destroyed’ would 
be impossible ; for if there is no such thing as going, any 
such conception as ‘this is going’ is impossible. If what 
you mean is that—‘ Destruction is without cause because 
it is itself indestructible’,—then, we ask, whence do you 
get at the notion that Destruction is not destroyed? “ We 
deduce this from the fact that things destroyed are not 
produced again*.” If you mean by this that—‘‘if the 
destruction of a thing were destroyed, it would mean that 
the same thing is again produced”,—then this is not right; 
for the production of the thing is not the same as the ‘des- 
traction of its destraction’; and it is only if it were so that 
‘the destruction of its destruction’ would mean the re- 
production of the thing t (as asserted by the Opponent). In 


° If the destruction of the Jar were destroyed, it would meanthat that saine 
Jar is again produced ; as a matter of fact however no Jar is found to be produced 
again ; hence it follows that the Destruction of things is not destructible, 


t The ineaning of this passage is not quite clear. In the first place the reading 
in both editions is quite corrupt; we have adopted the following reading— 
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fact the ‘production’ of a thing is due to a cause; so that 
whenever the cause is there, there is production. Further,* 
the fact of the matter is that even though Destruction has 
a cause, ibis nob destroyed ; and this for the simple reason 
that it is negative in its character; it is the characteristic 
of only positive entities that having causes they are destroyed. 
As for negative things, there is no such restriction; for it 
is destroyed, even though without cause; e- g: the Prior 
Negation (Previous Noa-existence) of things [which, having 
no beginning, has no cause, and yet it comes to an end 
when that thing is produced]; and again, it may not be 
destroyed, even when it has a cause; e. g. that vegation of 
things which consists of their total destruction [destruction 
of things is brought about by certain causes, and it never 
comes to an end]. “Jf the destruction of things is due 
toa cause, then the very producer of a thing becomes its 
destroyer; that is, the qualities due to baking are produced 
by the contact of fire; and this same fire-contact, in pro- 
ducing another set of baking-born qualities, destroys the 
former set of qualities ; so that the producer of these qualities 
is also their destroyer.” This is not right; as it shows 
want of comprehensiont on your part; it is clear that you 
have not grasped our Vuishésika doctrine: according to 
our system, the fire-contact destroying the baking-born 
qualities is not the same that produced them; it is a different 
fire-contact that destroys the former Colour &c., and 
produces the next set of Colour and other qualities ; and this 
aft feararatat arat qatsq faararfaarary SEGE and in this wo have, to a certain 
extent, the support of the Tdlparya. The Tatparya remarks that the Siddhaéntin 
here meets the Nihilist on his own ground: aczording to tho Bauddha Nihilist, 


even positive things are mere non-entities ; so that for them it is all the more im- 
possible to regard destruction as something positive. 


* The Siddha@ntin now offers the answer from his own stand-point—says the 


Fatparya. 
{From the next explanatory sentence, it is clear that the right reading is 
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goes on in each succeeding set of qualities being brought about 
by a different fire-contact; so that there is no possibility of 
the producer of a thing being its destroyer. If what you mean 
is that—“ that which is of the same nature as the producer 
of a thing cannot be its destroyer”,—our answer is that this 
is not true ; for we find that the contact of water produces 
the sprout; and yet a similar contact of water (in the shape 

of a flood) also destroys that sprout ; and certainly what is 
actually found to happen cannot be taken exception to as 
something incongruous, Further, thero can be no answer to 
the objections raised above (P. 416, L. 8; against the view 
that “the destruction of things is without cause.’ From 
all this we are led to accept the view that the destroyer of 
a thing is (and may be) of the same nature as its producer. 


We have pointed out above the incongruities involved 
in the Nibilist’s proposition, with special reference to the 
probindum that “there are diverse rock-crystals appearing 
and disappearing in the same rock-crystal.” 

Some people seek to prove the momentary character of 
things, (4) on the ground of ‘the perception of peculiarities’ 
and (6) on the ground of ‘destruction of things being with- 
cut cause’; against these we urge the following argument:* 


When the Nihilist declares that ‘Samskaras, (Faculty, 
Impulse) are ‘sania, momentary,’—hbe should be asked 
the exact meaning of the term ‘/sanika’: when you use 
the term ‘ksanika,’ ‘momentary,’ what is it that is meant ? 
(a) If it means that the faculties are liable to destruction, 
then it asserts only what is already admitted (by all parties, 
and is as such, superfluous). (4) If it means that they are 
liable to quick destruction, then the epithet added (quick) 


° The momentary character of things has also heen refuted above, yet on that 
occasion, ‘ diversity’ was the main object of our attack; while now we turn our 
attention mainly against momentariness. This isthe point of difference. 
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makes the assertion contrary to your tenets. Fe e(c) Li sit 

means that they are produced and destroyed, this also would 

be like the others; that is, the meaning being that 

Faculties are produced and destroyed, the assertion 
becomes entirely superfluous (asserting what is already 
admitted by all parties). If the pbrase ‘produced and 
destroyed’ means that they are produced and destroyed a 
one and the same point of time,—i.e., the production me 
destruction are simultaneous—then there arises this absurdi- 
ty that, just as there is ‘ pio of only such 
things as are not already produced, (and ‘ destruction ’ comes 
about simultaneously with production)—so the ‘destruction ’ 
also would be of only such things as are not already pro- 
duced! Then again, if the phrase ‘ produced and destroyed s 
means that being produced, it is destroyed, —even so, like 
production, destruction also should have a cause; that is, 
just as the production of a thing being an action and hence 
contingent on circumstauces (occasional), isdue to a cause, 
—so in the same manner (and for the same reason) the 
thing can undergo destruction, only when it undergoes tho 
operation of the cause of that destruction; for we have 
already pointed out (Text, P. 416, L. 8, et seg.) the 
objections to the view that the destruction of things is with- 
out cause. 

Then again, the term ‘ksanike’ contains the possessive 
affix (thaw, by Panini, 5-2-115) ;—how does this affix come in? 
If, in accordance with the Nirukta, ‘ Ksanr’ stands for 
< Kgnya’, destruction,—and the term ‘ksanika’ means that 
which has dest: uction,—this cannot be right, because of the 
difference in time; that is, at the time that there is ‘ destruc- 
tion,’ the thing to which it belongs is not there (having ceased 


Var. P. 418. 


©The qualification ‘quick’ applied to the destructibility of Impressions implies 
that the destruction of other things is not quick; i.e, they are more lasting than 
Impressions; and this would be contrary to the Nibilist’s doctrines, by which all 
things are momentary. 
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to exist); and the possessive affix is never found to be used 
in connection with things that exist at different times.* If 
{with a view to escaping from this difficulty) it be held that 
—the positive entity itself, as qualified by its impending 
destruction, is what is spoken as ‘isaxika’ {so that qualifi- 
cation by something impending not being impossible, this 
would form the basis of the required possessive relation], ”— 
but even so, it is not possible for the thing, qualified by 
the destruction, to be spoken of as having or possessing that 
de-truction; and thus also the use of the possessive affix 
would be unjustifiable. 


“What is meant by Faculties being Isanika is that the 
time of their existence is only one Asaya, moment; having 
posited the. * Ksana’ or moment, as the lowest conceivable 
measure of time, we cali those things ksapika which con- 
tinue to exist only during that point of time.” This also can 
not be right; because the Bauddha admits of Time as a mere 
name (a mere hypothetical entity, without real exis- 
tence): “O Bhiksus, five things exist in mere name ”—says 
the Buddhist scripture;—and that which is a mere name 
cannot serve as the qualification of anything. 


We have already pointed out (Tert, P. 415, 1. 20 et. seq.) 
that in support of the proposition—‘ things are momentary’ 
—there can be no corroborative instance; Lamp and such other 
things not being admitted (by both parties, as momentary). 

As regards the reasons or premisses put forward (in sup- 
port of the proposition ‘all things are momentary ’},—“ be- 
cause we perceive peculiarities at the ond,” and so forth,—they 
are either ‘inadmissible’ (Asiddha), or ‘ otherwise explicable à 
(Anyuthasiddha), or ‘contradictory ? (Virugdha); and as such 


©The Possessor and the Possessed must exist at the same time ; otherwise the 

relation of possession would be impossible. Hence no possessive relation being poss- 

ible between the thing and its destruction, the use of the possessive affix in Asdnife 
eaniel be right. 
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cannot be accepted as valid reasons.“ Then (as regards the 
‘ peculiarities’) even granting (for the sake of argutnent) thas 
things are possessed of ‘peculiarities,—your premiss is 

found to be ‘Inconclusive’ in view of the said 

peculiarities belonging to the ove thing that 
exists at that present moment; that is to say, in order to 
be an effective premiss, the ‘ presence of peculiarities’ must 


Var. P. 419. 


be such as is admitted by both parties; and this can only be 
when the ‘peculiarities’ are taken as belonging to the one 
thing that exists at the present moment; and tlre ‘ presence 
of peculiarities, being thus found to be concomitant with a 
single thing, must be rejected as ‘inconclusive’ :in the proving 
ef diversily). If the premiss is stated in the qualified form— 
“ because we see peculiarities at the end,’’—the qualification 
becomes futile; the exact meaning of the phrase ‘at the end’ 
is not explained; and further, it has to be explained which 
particular ‘end’ (preceding or following) is meant to be that 
at which the peculiarities are perceived. If ‘end’ stands 
for destruction, then certainly no peculiarities are ever per- 
ceived at such ‘end’ [The thing having been destroyed, 
wherein could the peculiarities be seen ?]. If the lust entity 
itself be spoken of as the ‘end’, then, inasmuch as the 
‘peculiarities ’ would be perceived in one entity, the probans 
(as concomitant with singleness, not diversity) would be ‘ con- 
tradictory.’ 
Another premiss (adduced by the Nihilist in support of 
the proposition that ‘all things are momentary’) is—“ be- 
cause there is perception and non-perception ”; and the pur- 


3 
port of this premiss is as follows:—‘ When such things as 


2 The reasons, adduced by the Nihilist are—(a) ‘because there is perception, at 


the end, of peculiarities’; this is ‘inadmissible,’ since this perception cannot belong 
to the preceding moment ;—(b) ‘because things exist’ and (c) ‘because they are 
products’ ; both these are ‘otherwise explicable’ than on the basis of the momentary 
character of things,; and further ‘existence’ and ‘being a product’ pertaining to 
all things at all timee, are both “contradictory ’ to ‘ momentariness.’ 
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the Lamp are being carried, they go on being destroyed at 
one place and produced at the next; so that there are ‘ per- 
ception and non-perception’ of those things [there being 
perception when the thing is produced, and ‘ non-percep- 
. , . . . . j 
tion “ when it is destroyed] ;—similarly when the person, 
Dovadatta, goes along, we have ‘perception and non-percep- 
tion’ of him; which proves that this person also is under- 
going destruction and production at every moment.” 


This reasoning however is not valid; as the ‘ perception 
and non-perception’ of Dévadatta and such persons is due 
to other causes; that is, the said ‘perception and non-per- 
ception’ are due to conjunction and disjunction, and not to 
production and destruction; when the conjunction of a person 
with a certain place has come to an end, that person is nos 
perceived at that place; and when the said conjunction has 
come about, he is perceived at that place; [so that ‘ percep- 
tion and non-perception’ should be attributed to the presence 
and absence of conjunction ; for] when, by reason of the con- 
junction of a thing with a place, that thing is conceived of 
as being present at that place, the appoarance of the no- 
tion of such presence or absence must be due to the 
presence or absence of the said conjunction. As against 
the philosopher who would deny the existence of conjuuc- 
tion and disjunction, we have already proved before that 
there is such athing as Conjunction; and the same would 
apply to Disjunction also. Thus it becomes estublished 
that the ‘ per:eption and non-perception’ of things are due to 
conjunction and disjunction; they cannot be due to any- 
thing else. Then as regards your assertion that “‘l'he 
Lamp is produced at another place (after having been 
destroyed at one place),”—we do not quite understand 
this. “ Why so?” Well, according to you, a thing is 
destroyed at the same place at which it is produced; so that 
the thing (Lamp) that would be produced next, being non- 
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existent at the time, cannot have any impression left upon 
it (by the previous entity); and without suck an impression, 
that thing cannot come into existence at any other place. 
Tf it be held that—“ even without such impression the thing 


3 . ” > > 
can como into existence at another place,” —then our answer 


to the Buddha would be that it is not possible for anything 
to be produced at a place other than its own. [So for this 
reason also it is not possible for the Lamp to be produced 
at another place}. “ But what is affected by the impress- 
o, ions is the cause of the thing; and since the 
j thing, as its produet, subsists in that cause, ib is 
produced exactly in accordance with that impression.” This 
explanation also is equally untenable : (According to the Nibi- 
list) it is as impossible for the product to leave an im pression 
upon its Cause, as it is for it to leave it upon its product, 
So. that according to you, the product should come into 
existence either always inthe same place, or always ata different 
place (and it cannot be in the same place at one time and 
at another place at another time}. 


What has been said above applies also to the phenome- 
non of “unequal falling.” The Nihiliss has argued as 
follows :—“ Things must be regarded as momentary, because 
there is unequal falling. As a matter of fact, when such 
things as a piece of stone and the like are falling 
through space without any obstruction, it is found that 
some things fall sooner than others; and the only 
possible explanation of this phenomenon is that all things 
being equally momentary, in the case of some things the 
momentary condition produced is such as has no capacity 
for the producing of any further downward series of conditions, 
while in others the conditions wre capable of producing 
further downward series (and the latter take more time in 
falling than the former].” But this phenomenon (of 
unequal falling) also is capable of being explained otherwise 
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(than on the basis of the momentary character of all things): 
Even when the several things falling are equal in weight, it 
may happen that while the falling of one is due to sucb 


combined causes as its weight, its effort and tho momentum 


imparted to it by a throw, that of the other is due 
merely to its weight, and that of the third thing is due to its 


weight and the effort of some person; and it is by reason 


of the varying causes to which the falling is due to that 
the things take more or less time in the falling ;* and this 
‘unequal falling’ therefore cannot be regarded as a valid 
reason (for regarding things as momentary). 


Against the theory that Faculty or Impulse remains one 
and the same (from beginning to end) the Nihilist has raised 
the objection that “in that case the arro v that has been shot 
should never fall down (the impulse imparted to. it continuing 
to be effective)” This objection is answered simply by the 
remark that we do not hold that Faculty remains one and 
same; that Faculty is diverse we have already explained 
under Si. 2-2-35. Hven if Faculty be regarded as one (as 
held by the Vuishésita), the diversity in its effects can be 
explained on the basis of the fact that on account of the force 
of diverse causes, that same Faculty at one time brings about 
forcible (and lasting) action, while at another time it brings 
abont less forcible (and evanescent) ones; just as it happens 
in the case of Gravity; that is, Gravity, though one and the 
same, at one time leads to slower falling, by reason of the 
presence of other accessory agencies (which retard and coun- 


° When a man ona house-top shoots his falcon upon the pigeon on the ground, 
—the rushing down of the falcon is due to—(1) its weight, (2) its effort urged 
by its desire to catch the pigeon,—(3) the momentum imparted to it by the throw- 
ing falconer. When the falcon rushes down onits own account, ani is not shot by 
the faiconer, its falling is due to the first two causes ; and when the same falcon 
simply glides down, without the incentive of a likely prey, the falling is due 
to its weight only. So that the same thing may take varying amounts of time 
in falling ; and this can be explained as being due to causes entirely different from 
the momentary character of things. 
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teract the force of gravity); aud, when the retarding agency 
is removed, it leads to quicker falling ; then again, itts found 
that a piece of stone dropped in the Air falls more quickly 
than rain-drops [though there is the same forces of Gravity 
operating in both cases}. 

From all this it follows that ‘unequal falling’ is not a 
valid reason (in support of the proposition that ‘all things 
are momeutary ’). 


“« What ’—asks the Nihilist—“is your reason in support 
of the non-momentury character of things 2” 


We have already indicated our reason, when we pointed 
out that the Cause and its Effect, being related to each other 
by the relation of container and contained, must exist at the 
same time, just like the cup andthe jujube fruit in it.* 
For the following reason also [we hold that things are not 
momentary | :— 

(A) ‘ The cognitions in question (i.e. the series of cogni- 
tions that we have in regard to the single piece of Rock- 
crystal), which are not simultaneous, must pertain to a single 
object,—because, while being co-extensive (or conterminous) 
with such cognitions of the thing as are not wrong, they are 
spoken of by means of the same words, —just like the cogni- 
tion of one thing by several persons at the present one and 
the same moment} ;—when several persons come to have 
cognitions inconnection withthe single present moment, these 

coguitions,—being co-extensive with such cognitions of the 


thing as are not wrong, and also capable of being spoken of 


9 The reading yratfa, though fund in both editions, is not right; the 
right reading ytfaqt, is supplied by the Bhasyachandra, which has quoted this 
passage, : 
~ The Titparya explains ‘avyutthdyi’ as ‘abhrdnta’; it remarks that 
the clause ‘while &s.’ wonll be sufficient asa valid premiss, and the other 
clause, ‘they are spoken of by means of the sawe word,’ has bean added only as 
an additional reason. 
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by means of the same words,—are found to 


pertain to a sing- 
le object; in the same manner, 


the non-simultaneous Cogni- 
tions in question also,—being co-extensive with such cognitions 
of the thing as are not wrong, and capable of being spoken 
of by means of the same words,—must pertain to the same 


single object.’ [This proves the continued existence of 
single objects). 


(B) ‘The cognitions of each single Soul cannot belong to 
several agents,—for, if they were so, no recognition or recole 
lection should be possible,—just as it is not possible when 
the cognitions belong to Dévadatta and other diverse indivi- 


duals? [This- proves the continued persistence of the 
Soul]. 


(C) ‘The cognitions of Colour, Taste, Odour and Touch 
must have one as well as diverse causes [the one cause being 
the Soul, and the diverse causes being, the Visual Organ in 
the case of Colour-cognition, the Gestatory Organ in the case 
of Taste-cognition, and so forth];—because they are all 
recognised as ‘mine ’,— just like the cognitions of the pres- 
ent single moment by several such persons as have entered 
into an agreement with one another (and as such forma 
single entity, in the shape of the Composite Group of Indivi- 
duals)? [This also proves the continued persistence of the 
Soul]. 


(D) ‘The cognitions of yesterday and of to-day, falling 
within a single contiguous series—have one as well as diverse 
causes,—because they are recalled as ‘mine’,—like the cog- 
nitions of several persons just referred to.’ [This also 
proves the persistence of the Soul]. 

(E) ‘ The cognition of things described in the Scriptures. 
must have one as well as diverse causes,—becange they are 
recognised—like the cognitions of several persons just refer- 
red to ;—and also because there is no such recognition in the 


Nyāya Fol. III. 257, 


® CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


f 


“a 


z 


y 


344 Inpian THoucur: Ny&yva-StTra. 


case of the several cognitions belonging to several agents 
- ? 
just as shown before. 
Bhasya on St. (15,. 
[P. 163, L. 1 to P. 166, L. ò]. 
To what the Bauddha Nihilist has urged in St. 13, some 
one (the Sarkhyn) has offered the following answer— 
St. (15). 
“OF THE MILK THERE iS NO DESTRUCTION (WHEN IT 
TURNS INTO CURD); FUR WHAT HAPPENS IS EITHER TRANS- 
Gi L 

FORMATION OR MANIFESTATION OF NEW QUALITIES. 

(Su. 15). 

“ Of the milk there is transformation, not destruction,” — 
says one (the SZůkhya)—“and there is transformation when 
the substance remaining constant, its former character (e. g. 
that of milk’) is destroyed and a new character (e. g. that 
of ‘curd’) is produced.” 

Another philosopher (the Neo-Sankhya) says that “ there 
is manifestation of new qualities ; i. e. tke substance remain- 
ing constant, its former qualities disappear and new ones 
appear ”’.+ 

Both these views appear asif they were one and the 

same. 


Vartika on SQ. (15). 
[P. 421, Ll. 15—20. ] 


© “Of the milk ĝe. §e.—says the Safra. The Milk is not 
destroyed, nor is the curd produced; what happens is that 
the substance remaining constant, its former quality disap- 
pears and new qualities appear.” 


©The translation of the Sitra isin aczordance with the interpretation of the 
Bhisya, the V-irfika and the Bhisyachanitra. According to Vishvanatha it should 
run thus—‘ Whathappens is only transformation, which consists in the manifestation 


of new qualities.’ 

f The new qualities also are not produzed, in tho sonse that they come into 
existence for the first time ; for according to the SiAkhya, the qualities were there 
all along ; but only in a latent form; and they only become manifested ; and when 
they are regarded as having beeu destroyed, they only disappear from view, they 
are not lost. 
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Both these views appear as if they were one and the sime— 
says the Bhasya ; what is the signification of the compara- 
tive particle, ‘iva’, ‘as if’? What it means is that there is 
this similitude between the two views that according to 
both the Substance remains constant, and yet there is this 
difference that, while accerding to ore there is appearance and 
dis appearance (of qualities), according to the other there is 
destruction and production. 


Bhasya on Si. (16). 
[P. 116, L. 5 to L. 12.) 


The answer to both the views (put forward in Su. 13) 
ts as follows :— 
Sfitra (16). 
[Siddhanta]—Wuen we rerowive A New Substance 
BEING PRODUCED THROUGH A FRESH RECONSTITUTION, 
WE INFER FROM TRIS THE CESSATION (DESTRUCTION) OF 
THE PREVIOUS SUBSTANUL. (SU. 15). 


When we see that a new Substance, in the shape of Curd, 
is produced through a tresh re-constitution or re-or- 
ganisation of the component particles, —this ‘ re-constitution’ 
being in the form of corqulation*,— we infer from this that 
the previous subtance, Milk, has been ‘destroyed’ through the 
disruption of its component particles; just as when we see 
the new substance—Saucer—being produced out of a fresh 
re-arrangement of the component particles of the Clay-lump, 
it is inferred that the Clay-lump has been ‘ destroyed’ through 
the disruption of its component particles. And the cons- 
titutional contiguity between Milk and Curd is similar to 
that between Ulay and things made of Clay; (that is, the 
component particles of the Milk continue to subsist in the 
Curd, just as those of Clay do in the thing made of Clay]; 
if there were a complete destruction of the Milk (along with 
its component particles ; if it were completely burnt to ashes, 
for instance), the production of the new substance (Curd) 
would pever be possible,—there being no connection possible 
(between this production and any existing substance), 


© When the former constitution or arrangement of the component particles of . 

the former substance—Milk—is upset, aud a fresh arrangement—conducive to the 
: = D s $ 

new substance —is set in, we have what is called ‘ summiirchhanam ’ —Bhasyachandra, 


Nyaya Vol, II. 259. 
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Vartika on Si. (16). 
The answer to both views ‘set forth in Sa. 15) is stated; 
— When we perceive a new substance etc. etc.—says the Sūtra, 
The rest is clear in the Bhasya. 


Further, (as we have seen) according to one view there is 
‘appearance and disappearance,’ and according to the other 
‘production and destruction’ (of qualities) ;—and neither of 
these views is right ; for what happens is only the relinquish- 
ment (by the substance) of its former condition. Whether 
the ‘nivrifti (absorption) and pradurbhaea (emergence) ’ 
consists in ‘destruction and production’ or in ‘dis- 
appearance and appearance,’—in any case, the substance 
relinquishes its former condition; for unless the thing has 
been totally dissociated from its former condition, there can- 
not be either ‘appearance and disappearance’ or ‘ destruc- 
tion and production.’ From all this it follows that it is pot 
right to hold that there is transformation of the substance, 
while it itself remains constant. 

Lhasya on Sa. 1%. 
Even admitting (for the sake of argument) that there is 


destruction of Milk and production of Curd without any cause, 


we point out the following objections against the theory 
(of the Nihilist) :— : 
Sūtra (17). 


INASMUCH AS IN SOME CASES THE OAUSE OF DESTRUC- 

TION IS PEKOEIVED, WHILE IN SOME IT IS NOT PERCBIVED, 

—WHAT IS STATED (AS THE PREMISS) I$ NOT UNIVERSALLY 

TRUE.“ Si. 16, 

Tt is not universally true that—“ there is destruction and 
production of individual rock-crystals, just as there is of 
Milk and Curd” ;—“ why? ”—because there is no reason (in 
support of such a universal proposition) ; that is, there is no 
ground for asserting that “ the case of the individual entities 
in the Rock-crystal is analogous to that of Milk and Curd, 


r F 

°Vishvanatha reads the Sūtra simply as afana aUTTIATI: But every; 
pa a= tho Nyāyasůùtravivarana, Nytyasichinibandha, the Sūtra-Ms. D. 
aud in Puri Sú, Ms.—we find it as printed in the Text. 
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whera destruction and production are without cause, —and it 
18 not analogous to that of the Jar, where there is destruction 
when the cause of destruction is present, so that there is no 
destruction and production of individual entities in the Rock- 


erystalsimply because the causes of suchdestruction and pro: 
duction are not present,”* 


Further, the statemeut of the Example is baseless: If 
destruction and production’ were ever actually perceived in the 
case ofsuch things as the Rock-crystal and the like, then alone 
could there be any basis for the statement of the Example — 
“Just as in the case of the destruction of Milk, and the pros 
duction of Curd, the cause is not perceived” (St, 18);—as a 
matter of fact however ‘destruction and production’ are not 
perceived (in things like the Rock-crystal) ;—hence the state- 
ment of the Example is entirely baseless.} 


Then again, when you admit the ‘destruction and pro- 
duction ’ of the Rock-erystal, you tacitly admit also the cause 
of these [since, being effects, they must have a cause]; so that 
your denial (of the cause) is not right. That is to say, you 
cannot but admit the force of the Example (of the Jar) in the 
assertion— the destruction and production of the Rock- 
crystal, &c,, like those of the Jar, cannot be without cause’; 
for the simple reason that its force cannot be denied. On 
the other hand, the force of the Example cited by you—in the 
assertion “ the destruction and production of the Rock-crystal, 
like those of Milk and Curd, are without cause’—can 
be easily denied; for the simple reason that (in all cases) 
‘destruction and production’ are actually found to proceed 


© The reading of the last part of this passage is confused ; by a comparison of the 
readings in several manuscripts, the right reading appears to be—mRTEq farts seq- 


frrarcaprrarearcahtdenteat Rar aaea Ranana aena sft 


+A correct example is that which is found to be similar to the thing in question ; 
in the present instance ‘destruction and production of several entities in the Rock- 


` erystal* is the thing in question, under dispute ;. so that the Example, to be correct, 


should be one that resembles the said ‘destruction and production’; this resem- 
blance could be known to us only if we had ever perceived such “destruction and 
production in the Rock-crystal.’ [Until we have perceived a thing, we cannot recog- 
nise its resemblance to anything]. As a matter of fact however as no such ‘ production 
and destruction inthe Rock-crystal ° is ever perceived : Hence the example cannot 


be a correct one.—Tétparya. 
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from causes; so that when we see ‘destruction and produe- 
tion’ in the case of Milk and Curd, we infer the presence of 
a cause; as the Effect is a sure indicative of the Cause. 


From all that has gone before (in this section and the last) 
it follows that Buddhi or Apprehension is not eternal, 
Vartika on Si. (17). 
[P. 422, L. 8 to P. 423, L. 7.] 


Even admitting that the destruction of the Milk and the 
production of the Curd are without cause, we urge that— 
Inasmuch as Sc. §¢.—says the Sära, There is no ground 
for believing that the destruction and production of the 
entities in the Rock-crystal, like those of Milk and Curd, are 
without cause, and that they are not, like those of the Jar, 
due to causes. 


The statement of the Example is baseless—says the Bhasya. 
“What is the meaning of the term ‘adhisthana, ‘ base >? ” 
It means, Gshraya, substratum. “ What then is the mean- 
ing of baselessness ? ” It means that the original thing 
itself is non-existent ; the meaning being, that as a matter of 
fact we do not perceive the ‘destruction and production of the 
Rock-erystal’ going on every moment ; so that there can be 
no occasion for the arising of the question whether such 
“destruction and production’ are with or without cause. 

To one who does not admit the existence of Sound, no one could 
say—‘ just as Sound, being a product, is non-eternal, so is 
such and such thing also.’ Similarly when the original thing 


itself is non-existent, no Example can be put forward (in its 
corroboration). 


Then again, when you admit the * destruction and produc- 
tion of the Rock-crystal,’ you tacitly admit also the cause of these; 
so that your denial is not right. The “Milk and Curd ' and 
Var. P. 493, the ‘Jar’—both of these are instances in point ; 

and the question arises—Is the caseof the ‘Rock- 
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= crystal’ analogous to that of ‘ Milk and Curd,’ or to that of 
‘Jar’? The truth is that it is analogous to the case of the 
Jar; because the cause of the ‘ production or destruction’ 
of the Jar is actually seen. It is not right to regard the case 
of the Rock-crystal as analogous to that of Milk and Curd; 
because the cause of the ‘production and destruction’ of 
this latter are deduced by inference. 


From all that has gone before it follows that Bud@hi is not 
elernal—says the Bhasya. For the following reasons also 
Buddhi should be regarded as non-eternal :—(a) Because being 
a perceptible quality, it subsists in an all-pervading sub- 
T stance, like Sound ; (b) because belonging to a community, 

it is perceptible by us and subsists (in something else), 
like Sonnd ; and (c) because being of the nature of an Insiru- 
ment, it is not perceptible by persons other than Yogis, 

' like Sound.* 


Section (3). 
[Siitras 18--41}. 
Buddhi—Apprehension—is a quality of the Soul. 
Bhasya on Sa. (18). 
[P. 167, L. 16 to P. 168, L. 9.] 
We now proceed to consider the question—From a- 


mong the Soul, the Sense-organs, and the Objects of Cognition, 
of which one is Buddhi the quality ? t Though this fact 


© Sound is an instrument in Verbal Cognition. 


+ It is only after the eternality of Buddhihas been refuted that there is any 
likelihood of its being a quality of the Soul. Hence it is the latter subject that is 
introduced now. The purpose of this enquiry also consists in the proving of the 
Soul as an entity apart from the Body &c, Under Si. 3 1-1 et. seq. we have proved 
the existence of the Soul, on the strength of Apprehension through Recognition ; 
and now we are going to establish it on the strength of Apprehension asits quality. 


—Parishuddhi. 
Nyaya Vol, ILI, 263. 
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is well known, yet it is introduced with | a view to carry on 
further investigations on the subject. The doubt as regards 
Apprehension (being the quality of the Soul or of some 
other substance) arises from the fact that it is found to 
arise from the contact (of several things, Soul, Mind, Sense- 
organ and Object), and people fail to detect any peculiarity 
in any one of these (by virtue of which the quality of 
Apprehension could be attributed to that exclusively). 


Siitra (18). 
APPREHENSION CANNOT SUBSIST IN THE SENSE-ORGAN, OR 


IN THE OBJEOT,— SINCE IT CONTINUES TO EXIST ALSO WHEN THESE 
TWO HAVE BEEN DESTROYED. (St. 18). 


Apprehension or Cognition cannot be a quality of either 
the Sense-organ or the Object, because even when these have 
ceased to exist, Apprehension continues to exist.. For 
instance, even after the object (seen) and the Sense-organ 
(the Eye) have been destroyed we have the cognition 
in the form ‘I have seen’. On the otber hand, after the 
Cogniser (tbe Soul} has been destroyed, there can be no 
Cognition atall. As a matter of fact, there are two kinds 
of Cognition : there is one kind of Cognition which proceeds 
from the contact of the Sense-organ and the Object (e.g, the 
ordinary perceptional cognitions), and which ceases upon 
the destruction of the Sense-organ and the Object ; and there 
is the other kiad of Cognition which proceeds from the Con- 
tact of the Mind and the Soul; and it js only natural that 
theso latter should persist (even upon the destruction of the 


Vardhamana adds the following:—The connection of the present Section with the 
immediately preceding section on the momentary character of things lies in this that 
if all things are momentary, there can be no such thing as the ‘constituent’ cause 
of things; so that there would be no possibility of Apprehension subsisting, as 
quality, in the Soul. Hence before taking up this latter question, we have had 
to dispose of the former theory.. ..... Even thongh the fact of Apprehension being 
a quality of the Soul has already been put forward under Sā. 3-1-14, yet there is this 
difference that under that Szira we have proved the existence of the Soul, as the 
substratum of apprehension asa quality ; while now we are going to prove the exis- 
tence of Apprehension itself as a quality of the Soul. Some people thick that the 
present section serves the purpose of adding fresh Teasonings in support of the doctrine 
already established before, and thus strengthening the pupil's convictions, The 


Tatparya, for instance, remarks that the Present section carries on forther invéstiga- 
tion intoa matter already discussed Letore. 
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Seuse-organ and the Object). To this latter class belongs the 
recollection in the form ‘Ihave seen’, which pertains to things 
Been before ; and when the cogniser has been destroyed, it 
18 not possible for any previous perception to be recollected ; 
for a thing that has been perceived by one cannot be re- 
collected by another. Even if (the existence of Soul be not 
admitted, andj the Mind be regarded as the Qogniser,—it 


would not be po-sible to prove that either the Sense-organ 
or the Object is the Coguiser. j 


“Well then, Cognition may be a quality of the 
Mind.” 


[The answer to this is given in the next Satra. | 
Vartika St. (18). 
[P. £23, L. 8 to L. 16.] 

The Apprehension that has been described above,—of 
what is this a quality ? This is the question that we proceed 
in consider now. “This enquiry is not right, as it is still 
to be proved that Apprehension is a quality.” But that 
Apprehension is a quality is proved by the fact that being 
non-eternal, it is not perceptible by the Eye. 

The doubt as regards Apprehension (being the quality of 
the Soul or of some other substance) arises from this fuct that it 
is found to arise from contact;—and on this point we notice 
the following peculiarity—says the Bhasyx, 

Apprehension cannot §c. §¢.,—says the St#fra. Even when 
the Object and the Sense-organs have been destroyed, we have 
the cognition in the form ‘1 have seen’—says the Bhagya. 
“ But the cognition I have seen, being a recollection, does 
not arise from the contact of the Sense-organ and the 
Object; as a matter of fact, this cognition in question is a recol- 
lection, and as such cannot arise from the Contact of the 
Sense-organ and the Object.” Our reasoning applies with 
equal force to Recollection also: just as without the Cogniser — 
the cognition does not come about, similarly when the 
original apprehender has been destroyed, there can be no 
Recollection, in the absence of that original apprehender. 
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“ We may regard Apprehension as the quality of the 


Mind.” 
[The answer to this is given in the next Séfra]. 
Sutra (19). 

APPREHENSION CANNOT RE THE QUALITY OF THE Mino, 
(a) WHOSF EXISTENCE IS INFERRED FROM THE FACT THAT 
THE APPREHENSION OF THINGS IS NOT SIMULTANEOUS—[or 
(L), BECAUSE THE APPREHENSION OF THINGS IS NOT SIMUL- 
TANOUS]—{(c) AND ALSO BECAUSE THE SIMULTANEOUS COG- 
NITION OF THINGS ACTUALLY APPEARING IN YOGIS WOULD BE 
INEXPLIOARLE IF COGNITION BELONGED To Tus Minp,]* 


Bhasya on Sit. (19). 
[P. 168, L. 11, to P. 169, L. 4] 


(A) The fact that the apprehension of things is not simul- 
taneous is indicative of the Existence of the Internal Organ 
(Mind) {as explained in Si. 1-1-16]; and the (uternal Organ 
(or Mind), having its existence inferred from the fact that 
the apprehension of things is not simultaneons,—A pprehen- 
sion or Cognition cannot be a quality of that Mind, 

“ Of what then is it a quality ? ” 

It is a quality of the Cognitive Agent, as it is he who is 
the controller.t 

As a matter of fact, the controller is the cogniser, and 
that which is controlled is the instrument. So that if the 
Mind had Apprehension for its quality, it would cease to be 
an instrument. And from the fact that the apprehension 

of Odour &c., belongs to that Cognitive Agent who is equipp- 


° Two explanations of the term PUISR ATTA: are possible ; both of which have 
been incorporated in the translation as (a) and (b). The Bhāşya construes the q 
in the Sūtra as implying a further reason, which we putinas (c). The Bhasya 
notices only (a) and (b). i 


t Though the sentence Jeq. arama is generally regarded as Sūtra, it should be 
treated as Bhasya,— Parishuddhi. 

One whois independent, and Operates by himself, is the Cogniser; while that 
which is operated upon, controlled by another, is the instrument ; the intelligence 
necessary for the carrying on of activities and of operating the several instruments 
bearing upon it, belongs to the Agent.—Tatparya, l 
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ed with such instruments as the Olfactory Organ and thelike, 
we infer the apprehension of pleasure &¢., as also Re-collec- 
tion, which belongs to that Cognitive Agent who is equipped 
with the instrument in the shape of the Internal Organ (Mind). 
Under the circumstances if it bə held that that of which 
Apprehension is a quality is the Mind, —to which we give 
the name ‘Soul’—while that which is instrumental in bringing 
about pleasure &e., is the /nterna! Organ—to which we give 
the name ‘ Mind’; then there is a mere difference of nomen- 
clature (between us); and the fact remains the same [that 
there are two distinct entities—one of which Apprehension 
is a quality and the other which is instrumental in bringing 
about pleasure &.] according to both of us. 


(B) -The particle ‘cha’ in the Saéra may be interpreted 
as implying’the further reasoning that the Yogi’s simultaneous 
Cognition of things would be impossible; that is to say, 
when the Yogi bas attained the culminating poiut of his 
practices he becomes endowed with exceptional faculties 
of perception, and having created for himself several 
bodies endowed with distinct sets of organs, he appre- 
hends several cognitions simultaneously in those bodies — 
such a phenomenon could be possible if there were a single 
Cognising Agent permeating all those bodies ; it could not be 
possible if the cognitions belonged to the Mind, for the simple 
reason that it is atomic (and as such could not be present 
in several bodies at one and the same time). If (with a 
view to escape from this difficulty) Mind be held to be all- 
pervading (not atomic), even so this could not be accepted 
as a valid argument against Apprehension being a quality 
of the Soul. For if Mind were all-pervading, then, since 
it is the internal Organ (of Cognition), (and is all-pervas 
ding), it could be in contact with all the sense-organs ab one 
and the same time, and thus bring about several Cognitions 
at one and same time (even in the case of ordinary persons) 
(which is an impossibility). 

Vartika on Si (19). 
[P. 423, L. 18 to P. 42-4, L, 18]. 

Apprehension can not be the quality of Mind Se. §¢.—says 
the S#/ra. Inasmuch as the existence of Mind is indicated by 
the non-simullaneous cognition of things, Apprehension 
cannot be regarded as its quality. ; 

Nyaya Vol, TTI. 267. 
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Objection :—“ Since the Bhūsya puts in a qualification, 
it would seem that there are several internal organs.*” 

If you mean by this that—“ When the Bhasya 
says that ‘ Apprehension cannot be the quality of that 
Mind whose existence is inferred from the fact that the 
apprehension of things is not simultaneous, it appears 
that the writer admits of several Internal Organs; for 
unless there are several internal organs there 
can be no sense in adding the said qualification,” 

—then we deny the force of your argument; for all Sense- 
organs are organs of Cognition, ‘manana’—and being organs 
of ‘manana’ all Sense-organs may be called ‘manes’, ‘Mind’; 
and under tho circumstances the qualification is clearly 
called for—‘ Of that Mind whose existence is inferred from 
the fuct that Apprehensions are not simultaneous, Apprehension 
cannot be a quality. ? 

“ Even so the qualification is pointless; because it is not 
admitted to be the quality of any other organ ; that is, 
if Apprehension is not the quality of the Internal Organ, 
then it must be the quality of some other organ; but as a 
matter of fact, it is not held to be the quality of any other 
organ [Hence there is no sense in the qualification. |” 

This criticism is not right; for itis quite possible to 
have some such other ‘organ’ (as is held to possess the 
quality of Apprehension); that is, the character of ‘ Instru- 
ment of Cognition’ and ‘Object of Cognition’ are variable, 
and uot immutably fixed (so that even the Cognising 
Agent, to whom we attribute the quality of Apprehension, 
may, on certain occasions, appearas the ‘Instrument of 
Cognition’) and thus become liable to be called ‘ Organ’; 
e. g. when the Yogi perceives (the character of) one person 
by means of another person, the latter person becomes the 
pastrument’ of the cognition of the former; and certainly 


Var. P. 424. 


9 ae ~ s = = = 
From the addition of the said qualification it appears that there is also that ` 


Mind whose existence is not iuferred iv the said manner. 
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this person is held by us to have Apprehension for his 
quality ; hence [when denying the fact of Apprehension being 
the quality of an organ] it is only right that we should add 
tho qualification that it is not the quality of that organ whose 
existence is inferred, etc. ete. 


For these reasons Apprehension cannot be the quality of 
the Mind. 


“Of what then is it a quality?” It is tie quality of the 
Cognitive Agent, as it is he who is the controller. As a matter 
of fuct, the controller is the Cogniser and that which is controlled 
is the instrument,—says the Bhasya. Jn regard to the 
Cognising Agent, there is no such hard and fast rule that 
he must always be the Controller; for at times he also becomes 
the controlled; butin regard to the non-intelligent (uncon- 
scious) things (¢.g. Instruments and Objects), it is absolutely 
certain that they must all be the controlled only ; so that the 
Mind, being unconscious, must be the controlled,—just like 
the Olfactory and other organs. 


If Mind had Apprehension for its quality, then this would 
mean a moro difference in names; i.e. it the ‘Mind’, the 
‘Internal Organ,’ be ‘that which has Apprehension for its 
quality’, then it is merely a different name (for what we call 
‘ Soul’). For just as for the Cogniser, jiafy?, the Sense- 
organs are the instruments of cognition,—similarly for the 
thinker, Mantri, there should ba a organ of thinking [and it is 
this organ which is called ‘ Mind,’ ‘Manas’]. If both (Soul 
and Mind) were conscious (cognitive) entities, it would not be 
possible to ascertain which cognition belongs to which of the 
two. lastly, if the Internal Organ (Mind) were all-pervad- 
ing and had Apprehension for its quality, then it would be 
possible to have Cognitions by means of all the Sense-organs 
at one and the same time. 

SBoth editions read MAST, which is meaningless, The right reading is AT ATT 
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Saira (20). 
[Odbjection}—“ WHA? RAS BEEN URGED APPLIES 

EQUALLY TO TRE CASE OF APPRERENSION BEING A QOALITY 

OF THE Sous,” (St. 20), 

Bhasye on St, (20). 
[P. 169, L. 6]. 

“The Soul, being all-pervading, would be in contact with 
all the Sense-organs at one and the same time ; so that there 
would be a possibility of several Cognitions appearing simul- 
taneously.” 

Vartika on (Su. 20). 
[P. 424, L. 21 to P. 425, L. 1]. 

“ What has been urged, ete., etc.—says the Saira. For 
him also who holds that the Soul is all-pervading and is pos- 
sessed of the quality of Apprehension,—as there would be 
nothing to prevent the contact (of that Sout) with all the 
Sense-organs,—it would be possible to have several simal- 
taneous Cognitions.” 

Satra (24). 
[Answer].—Tae SAID (SIMULTANEOUS) APPEARANCE 
oF COGNITIONS IS NOT POSSIBLE ; BECAUSE THE CONTACT OF 

THE MIND wire (ALL) THE SENSE-ORGANS 18S NOT POSSIBLE. 


Bhasya on Sā. (21). 
[P. 160, Ll. 8-—10]. 


In the cognition of Odour, ete., the contact of the Sense- 
organs with the Mind is as much a necessary cause as the 
contact of the Sense-organs with the objects ; and inasmuch 
us the Mind is atomic, it is not possible for its contact with 
all the Sense-organs to appear at one and the same time. 
And by reason of the non-simultaneity of this contact 
(of the Mind), it is not possible for 
to appear simultaneously, even though the 
of the (all-pervading) Soul. 

Fartike on St. (21). 
[ P. 425, LI. 1-3.] 

There is no possibility of Cognitions 

taneously (under our theory) 


several cognitions 
y are the qualities 


appearing simul- 
; because there are other causes : 
Nyaya Vol. IIT. 270. 
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y That is, like the contact of the Sense-organs with the objects, 

l the contact of the Mind with the Sense-organs also is a_ 

cause (of Cognitions); and this latter contact can not be 

i simultaneous, for the simple reason that Mind is atomic 

\ [and hence cannot be in contact with several organs at one 
and the same time]. 

| 


Bhasya on Sut. (22). 
[P. 169, L. 10 to L. 14.] 


Ifit be held that—“ The Cognition of Odour &e. proceeds 
from the Contact among Soul, Sense-organ and Object only, 
and the contact of Mind is not essential; [so that even 
though the contact of the Mind and the Sense-organ may 
be absent, that will not stand in the way of Cognitions 
appearing simultaneously; hence there is no force in the 
answer given in Si. 21]. ’—then our answer is— 


Silva (22). 

TUIS CAN NOT BY RIGHT ; FOR NO PROOF IS ADDUCED IN SUP- 
PORT OF SUCH ORIGIN (oF CuGNITIONS, WITHOUT CONTACT OF 
ae Minp).* (St, 22). 

When you make the assertion that—“ The Cognition of 
Odour &c. proceeds from contact among Soul, Sense-organ 


and Object only”, —you do not adduce any proof in support of 
such origin,—on the strength whereof we could accept it. f 


Pārtika on Su. 2%. 
[P. 425, L. 3 to L. 14.] 

“ If Cognition were held to be produced out of contact 
among Soul, Sense-organ and Object,—how would it be 
then ? ” 

The answer is- that that could not be right &c., &e.—says 
the Sutra. (A) ‘No proof is adduced in support of the as- 


° t Karana’ tards for ‘prama@nua’, proofs, says—the Bhasyachandra. What 
the Opponent says in Sa. 21 is a mere assertion and since no proofs have been 
adduced in support thereof it cannot be accepted. 

+ Vishvanatha takes this Sitra also as coming from the Pdérvapaksia, cad 
meaning as follows :—“ Inasmuch as the Siddhantin cannot point out the koue oË 
Cognition, Cognition cannot belong to the Soul. He cannot point to Mind—Soul 
~ Contact as the cause ; forif this were so, then Cognition should never cease; th 


contact of the all-pervading Soul being always present.” 


Nyaya Vol. IIT. 271. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


358 Inpian Tuoucat: Nydya-Sorra. 


sertion that Cognition proceeds from the said contact 
only ’,—such is the meaning of the Sūțra;—Or (B) when 
the assertion is made that ‘Cognition proceeds from the 
contact of Soul, Sense-organ and Object only’, no other | 
cause is shown why Cognitions should not appear simul- i 
taneously (which is the real point at issue).—Or (C) why 
Cognition should not appear in dead persons; for the Sense- 
organ (the tactile organ in the Skin of the Body, e.g.) being 
in contact with the outside object, and the contact of the 
Soul (which is all-pervading) also being there, why should 
there be no cognition in the dead body,—this is what has 
got to be explained. * (D) Further, ifthe Mind is denied 
the Soul alone by itself would be the sole cause of Recol- | 
lection and such other Cognitions (as those of pleasure &c., 
for instance) ; and in that case, why should there be simul- 
taneous recollections of several things? (E) Lastly, when 
the Sense-organ and the Soul are in contact with the Object 
at one and the same time (at the time that Cognition ý 
appears),—what is the cause of the Cognition? Is it the 
Sense-object contact? Or the Soul—object contact? Or 
the contact of Soul, Sense-organ and Object? You do not 
mention specifically what the precise cause (of Cognition) is. 
Saira (23). 
[Objection] —“ Fortner, ir Apprenenston SUBSISTS 


(IN THE SOUL), THEN, IT SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED 

AS ETERNAL; SINCE WE DO NOT PERCEIVE ANY CAUSE FOR f 

IT3 DESTRUCTION.” Si, (23). 

Bhasyu on Si. (23). i 
[P. 169, L. 16 to L. 18.) 

“ What is urged in this S7/ra is meant to be taken along | 
with what has been said under Sū. 20. [This is the force ¥i 
of the particle cha]. l 

: . . rey . | 
* This explanation is got at when Mind—contact is accepted as an essential fact — | 
or in the cause of Cognitions. The Mind residing in the Body, all Cognitions of 


the Soul would be possible only in the Body and never outside the body. 


Nyaya Vol. III. 272. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha | 


Budsva—Vantina 3-2-24, 859 


“ Thore are two kinds of causes whereby qualities are 
destroyed : (l) the destruction of the snbstance in which 
the quality subsists, and (2) the appearance of a contrary 
quality. Inasmuch as the Soul (which is the substance 
In which Apprehension subsists) is eternal, the former cause 
of destruction is not possible (in the destruction of Appre- 
hension). ‘Then, as fora quality contrary to Apprehension 
(whose appearance would put an end to the Apprehension), 
we do not find any such quality (appearing in the Soul). 
So that, if Apprehension is the quality of Soul, it must have 


to be regarded as eternal.” 
Vartika on St. (28). 
[P. 425, L. 14 to P. 426, L. 3.] 

“ Further if Apprehension &c. §c.—says the Safra. What 
is urged in this Saira is meant to be taken along with what: 
has been said under Stra 20—says the Bhasya. If Appre- 
hension is a quality of the Soul, then it should have to be 
regarded as eternal, since we do not find any cause for its 
destruction. ‘Why so?’ -Because of qualities, there are two 
causes of destruction: the destruction of its 
substratum and the appearance of a contrary 
quality. Of these (in the case in question) the former is not 
possible, because the Sonl (the substratum of Apprehension) 
is eternal; as for a contrary quality, there is no such quality ; 
so that Apprehension should be regarded as eternal.” 

Siitra (24). 
[Answ:r]—Inasmoch AS APPREHENSION IS (UNI- 
VERSALLY) RECOGNISED AS NON-EVERNAL, ITS DESTRUCTION 
PROCEEDS FROM ANOTHER APPREHENSION; JOST LIKE SOUND. 


Sa. (24). 


Var. P. 426. 


Bhasya on St, (24). 
[P. 170, Ll. 2—2.] 

That Apprehension is transient is recognised by all living 
beings in their own experience ;—and as a matter of fact, 
(in the case of every Apprehension) we perceive a series of 
cognitions ; and we infer from these facts that (in this series) 
one Apprehension ìs ‘contrary’ to the other;—just as in 
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every Sound there is a series of Sounds, where one Sound is 
contrary to the other [and hence the cause of its destruc. 


tion]. 
Vartika on Sū. (24). 
[P. 426, L. 5 to P. 427, L. 4.] 

Inasmuch as Apprehension etc. etc.—says the Sara, 
It having been proved that Apprehension is not eternal, 
its destruction must be taken as proceeding (a)—either 
from another Apprehension, or (b) from faculty (or impress- 
ion). “Butthe two are not together.” If you mean by 
this that—“ Two cognitions never exist together, so that 
the latter could not destroy the former,”’—then, this is not 
right; for we have denied the simultaneous appearance of 


“cognitions ; that is, what we have denied is only simultuneous . 


production of cognitions, and not their co-existence; and there 
is nothing incongruous in two Cognitions being together 
(it is only not possible that they should come into existence 
at one and the same time) and what we hold is that, when 
the Effect has come into existence it puts at end to the Cause ; 
that is, when the effect attains its form, it destroys its cause ; 
as wefind in the case of Sound; when the Sound, which is the 
product ofa preceding Sound, has attained its form, it sets aside 
its cause, in the form of the previous Sound ; and in the same 
mauner Cognition also (coming into existence, puts an end 
to its cause, the preceding cognition), “ This would not 
be possible in the case of the final ones,” If you mean 
by this that—“ If the preceding Sound and Cognition are 
destroyed respectively by the succeeding Soundand Cogni- 
tion, then what would be the cause of the destruction of the 
final Sound and the final Cognition ? So that (there being no 
such cause) just as the final Sound and the final Cognition 
are destroyed without cause, so should all other effects, 
also be destroyed (without cause),’’—this cannot be right ; 
because what happens is that there is no production (of 
further Sounds) by reason of the contact (obstruction) of 
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tangible (solid) substances; that is, the final Sound is ob- 
structed (put an end to) by the contact of solid substances ; 
when the originating (preceding) Sound comes into contact 
with such objects as the wall and the like, these contacts 
put an end to the Sound inhering in the same source as 
the preceding Sound; it is for this reason that the final 
Sound ceases to be heard. As regards the final Cognition, it 
is destroyed either when there are no causes for its contin- 
uation (in the form Merit aud Demerit),—or by reason of 
the peculiarities of time (which is instrumental in putting 
an end to the said merit and dererit’,—or by the appearance 
of Impressions (produced by the final Cognition itself). 
crn “How is it destroyed by the peculiarities of 

Time?” The cause for the continuance of 
tle final Cognition consists of merit and demerit, heace when 
they have ceased to exist, the final Cognition also ceases to 
exist. “ But why do youseek to provide such explana- 
tions? Why cannot you accept the fact that the destruction 
(of Cognitions) is without cause ?” We do not admit this 
view, for the simple reason that it is open to the said ob- 
jections ; against the view that the destruction of cognitions 
is without cause we have already pointed out objections, 
when we were refuting the Nihilistic theory that all things 
are momentary. 


Bhasya on Sa. (23). 
LP. 170, L. 4 to L. 11.) 


[Says the Opponent]—* If Apprebensionis a quality of 
the Soul, several Recollections should appear at one and the 
same time; for innumerable impressions produced by cognit- 
ions—which are the causes of Recollections, subsist in the 
Soul simultaneously,—aad the contact of the Mind with the 
Soul, which is a cause common to all Recollections, is also 

resent ; so that there is no non-simultancity in the causes 
of Recollections [ Hence it should be possible to have several 
Recollections at ene and the same time]. 


Nyaya Vol. IIT, 245. 
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In view of this objection, some Logicians (Hkad@shins), 
with a view to show that the contact (necessary for Recollect- 
ions) is not simultaneous, offer the following explanation :— 

Sūtra (25). 
“Ag A MATTER OF FACT, RECOLLECTION PROCEEDS 

FROM THE CONTACT OF THE MIND WITH THAT PART OF THE 

SOUL WHICH 18 PERMEATED BY (THE IMPRESSION OF) THE 

(CORRESPONDING) COGNITION ; $0 THAT SEVERAL RECOLLECT- 

IONS OANNOT APPEAR SIMULTANEOUSLY.” (Sù. 25). 

“The term ‘ Jñāna’ in the Sira stands for impression 
bronght about by cognition. “What happens (in cases of 
Recollection) is that the Mind comes into contact only 
gradually, one after the other, with such parts of the 
Soul as are impressed (affected) by Cognition; hence the 
Recollections also, that proceed from the said contact 
of the Mind with the Soul, appear only gradually, one 
after the other (and not simultaneously).” - 

Vartika on Si. (25). 
[P. 427, L. 4 to L. 18]. 

“Tf the non-simultaneity of the appearance of Cognitions 
is held to be due to the non-simultaneity of their cause,— 
then what we would urge is that the cause is simultaneous ; 


‘so that the cognitions also should appear simultaneously, just 


as happens in the case of Recollections.” 


The most important answer to this objection is as fol- 
lows:—As a matter of fact, an Instrument has the power of 
accomplishing only oneaction ata time; an Instrument cannot, 
at oneand the same time, bring about several actions [so that 
the Mind, being an instrument, cannot, by its very nature, 
bring about several cognitions at one and the same time]. As 
for fecollections, they also cannot, * like cognitions, appear 
simultaneously, for the simple reason that they are of the 
nature of definitive notions. 


Others (Zkadéshins) however, desirous of showing that 
the cause (of Cognitions and Recollections) is not simultane= 


° The na, though absent in both editions, is essential ; as is clearly indicated 
by the Tatparya. 
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ous, offer the explanation that— as a matter of fact, etc. ele. 
(Su. 25). 
Sutra (26). 
Tuis EXPLANATION IS NOT RIGHT; BECAUSE TIE MIND 
LIES WITHIN THE BODY. (Sw. 26). 
Bhasya on Si. (26). 
[P. 170, L. 13—15]. : 

As a matter of fact, when the Mind of man comes into 
contact with the Soul born in a body,—and this contact 
appears along with such Karmic residue as has begun to 
fructify,—this is what is called the person’s ‘living; so that 
until the person dies (and the Soul escapes from the limita- 
tions of the Body), it is not possible for the Mind,—which 
lies and functions. within the Body, to come into contact with 
such parts of the Soul as lie outside of the Body, and may be 
impressed by (previous) cognitions. [And as for those parts 
of the Soul that lie within the Body, with these the Mind is in 
contact at one and the same time, whereby the possibility of 
Cognition and Recollections appearing simultaneously 
remains], 

Vartika on Su. (26): 

With a view to show that the explanation offered by the 
Lkadéshin is not right, the Stra says—This explanation is 
not right, etc. etc. 


Question—* What is the meaning of the term ‘ vriffi,’ 
‘lying’ when you say that ‘ the Mind lies within the Body’? 
It cannot mean the relation of the container and the contained 
(i.e. it cannot mean that the Mind is contained, or subsists, 
in the Body); for the Mind does not subsist in anything. 
Nor can ‘lying’ mean capability of functioning (the meaning 
being that the Mind functions only within the body); for 
we actually find it functioning outside; when, for instance 
the Visual Organ, occupied by the Mind, goes out of the 
Body, and brings about the perception of Colour, etc.; this 
moving out of the Visual Organ* must be regarded as the 

© The readiug in both editions is defective; the meaning is clear; aud the 
right reading appears to be agit faacray i j 
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action of the Mind, because it takes place only when the Mind 
VOD as the Mind) is possible. Hence it is not right 
‘to assert that ‘the Mind lies within the Body ’.” 

Our answer to the above is that the ‘lying’ of the Mind 
ia not the relation of container and contained, noris it the 
functioning within; al} that is meant by the Mind lying within 
the bedy is that the Mind never functions except through the 


Body ; that is, the Mind, without the Body, does not accomp- ~ 


lish any purpose of man. 
Sūtra (27). 

[The Bkagéshin objects to Su, 26)—“ Tne REASON Put 
FORWARD IS NOT VALID, BECAUSE IT IS STILL TO Bi PROVED.” 
[Su. 27.] 
Bhasya on Si. (27). 

{P. 170, Ll. 17—18. } 

“Asa matter of fact, living consisis in fractifying 
Karmic residue only ; so that it is still to be proved that 

the Mind lies within the Body.” 
Varlika on Su. (27). 

“Jt is still to be proved that without the Body the 
Mind is not capable of accomplishing any purpose of 
man.” Aaa 

Sttra (28). 
[ AnswerJ—THE ABOVE OBJECTION IS NOT RIGHT; BECAUSE 
(IN SUPPORT OF OUR CONTENTION) THERE IS THIS PROOF THAT THE 
BECOLLECTING PERSON RETAINS A BODY, (Si, 28). 


Bhasya on Si. (28), 

[P. 171, Ll. 2—5.] 
When a person is desirous of recollecting gomething he 
concentrates his mind, and then, after some time, succeeds 
In recollecting that thing; and while he is recollecting it, 


he is found to be equipped with the body [which shows 
that in the phenomenon of Recollecting the Mind operates 
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in the Body; otherwise, if the Mind operated outside the 
Body, there would be no contact of the Mind outside with 
the Soul as equipped with the Body ; and in the absence 
of this contact, no Effort would be possible; and without such 
Effort the retaining of the Body would be impossible]. The 
Effort due to the contact of the Mind with the Soul is of 
two kinds—retaining and impelling ; and when the Mind of 
goes out of the Body, no retaining Effort (within the Bedy) 
would be possible ; so that (in the absence of the retaining 
or sustaining Effort), the Body of the recollecting person 
would, through its inherent gravity, fall down. 


Vartika on Si, (28). 
[P. 428, Ll. 6-10.] 


The above objection §c. §c.—says the Stra. Itis seen 
that Recollecting and Retaining of the Body are simul- 
taneous; and what is actually seen must be admitted by 
all. If the Mind were to go out of the Body for any 
length of time, the retaining of the Body would be 
impossible, Sutra (29). 

[Another ObjectionJ—“ Waar nas BEEN URGED Is 

NOT POSSIBLE; AS THE MIND 13 QUICK 1N ITS MOTION.” 

(Si. 29). 

Bhasya on Su, (23). 
[P. 171, Ll. 7-9.] 


« As a matter of fact, the Mind is-quick in moving; so 
~ that it is quite possible for it to go ont of the Body and 
come into contact with such parts of the Soul as are ont- 
side the Body, and are impressed by Cognition; and then 
it quickly returns within the Body, and gives rise fe the 
Effort (necessary for the retaining of the Body). Thus it 
ig quite possible for the Mind to carry on both the procena 
(of Contact and of Hffort). Or (inversely), it may bee t at 
tho Mind goes out of the Body after having prodig t Ə 
Effort required for the retaining of the Body; an mni 
it is quite possible that the Body should continue to be 
retained (until the Mind returns to it, which it does very 


uickly). 2 
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Varlika on St. (29): 
[P. 428, L. 12.] 


“ Both phenomena—of recollecting and retaining of the 


Body—are quite possible.” 
Satra (30). | | 
[Answer]—Wuat HAS BEEN ASSERTED CANNOT BE; 
BECAUSE THERE IS NO R&STRICTION AS TO THE TIME OF 


Recotuection. (St. 30). 


Bhasya on St (380). 
TE 171, Ll. 11—16.] 


As a matter of fact, while one thing is remembered 
quickly, in another the process of recollection is. delayed ; avd 
when the process of recollection is delayed, the Mind is held > 
concentrated, with a desire to remember the thing, and there 
appears a continuous series of ideas, and when among these 
there appears the idea of some such thing as happens to be 
the distinguishing feature of the thing to be remembered, 
it becomes the direct cause of the desired recollection. 
All this phenomenon could not be possible, (under the 
theory of the Opponent); as it would mean the going out of 
the Mind for a considerable length of time. 

Then again, the contact of the Mind with the Soul, can- 
not bring about Recollection, except when it is in contact 
with the Body ; because it is the Body that forms the recep- 
tacle of all experience. Asa matter of fact, it is the Body | 
of the Cognitive Person which forms the receptacle of ex- ; 
perience; so that when the Mind goes out of the Body, its 
mere contact with the Soul cannot bring about either Cog- 
nition, or Pleasure &c.; if it did (i. e. if Cognition, Pleasure 
&c. were brought about independently of the: Body) then there 
would be no use of the Body at all. 


Vartika on Si, (30). 
[P. 428, Ll. 12-16.] 


What has been asserted etc. ete. - says the Safra. Inas- 
much as the time taken by Recollection is not fixed, what 
has been urged (in Si, 29) is not right. Further, when one 
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declares that the contact of the Mind with the Soul brings 
about Recollection independently of contact with the Body,— 
for him the Body ceases to be the receptacle of experience ; 


and this cessation would mean that the Body is entirely 
useless. 


Satra (31). 

[4 second Bkadéshin Logician offers the following 
remarks against the view of the former Bkadashin pro- 
pounded in Sa. 25,|—“ THE PARTICULAR KIND OF CONTAOT 
(or Tau Mind, Wits THINGS ovTsIDs tae Bony) 1s Nor 
POSSIBLE ; (A) EITHER BY THE IMPELLING OF THB Sour, 
OR (B) BY OHANCE, OR (©) BY REASON OF INTELLIGENCE.” 
—(St. 31.) 

Bhasya on Si. (81). 
[P. 171, L. 18 to P. 172, L. 6.) 


The contact of the Mind outside the body could be due 
—(a) either to the impelling of the Soul, or (b) to chance, 
or (c) to the intelligence of the Mind ;—but as matter of fact, 
none of these is possible. “Why”? (a) Because the 
thing has still got to be recollected, and because Recollection 
and Cognition are not possible through mere desire. That 
is to say, if the said contact were due to the impelling or 
urging by the Soul, then: it would mean that the Soul 
impells the Mind after having cogitated thus—‘ the Impress- 
„ion which is the cause of the Recollection of this particular 
thing subsists in this part of the Soul, let, therefore the 
Mind come into contact with this part’;—and this form of 
cogitation (where the idea of the thing is already present) 
on the part of the Soul would mean that thgthing is already 
recollected, and is not one that has got“be recollected; and 
further ‘a part of the Soul’ or the ‘ Impression ” cannot be 
perceptible to the Soul; so that any notion of these by the 
cognition of the Soul itself is absolutely: impossible [and yet 
both of these appear in the said cogitation]. (b) As a matter 
of fact, the person recollectsa thing only after fixing his 
mind upon it for some time; and it (i. e., the contact neces- 
sary for Recollection) cannot be due to mere Chance, (c) Last- 
‘ly, Intelligence (to which the said contact might be due) 
does not belong tothe Mind at all; as we have already 
shown that Cognition does not belong to it. 
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Vartika on Si. (32). 
[P. 429, Ll 1—2 

Other people offer the answer to the theory of the 
Ekadéshin that the particular contact (necessary for Recollec- 
tion) is not possible either by the impelling of the Soul, or by 
chanve, or by reason or intelligence. 

Bhasya on Si. (32). 
[P. 172, LL. 6-—16.] 
. The said particular kind of contact (which has been ob- 
jected to under Sü. 31) 
IS SIMILAR TO THAT PARTICULAR KIND OF CONTACT 

WHICH CAUSES PAIN IN THE FOOT OF THE PERSON WHOSE 

Minp Is PREOCCUPIED (SU. 32). 

When a person, having his Mind preoccupied with some 
attractive scene,* is hurt in the foot by a pebble or thorn, 
a particular kind. of contact of the Mind with the Soul must 
be admitted; for we perceive that there is actual pain and 
feeling of pain in such cases; and what has been urged (in 
Su. 31, against the particular kind of contact postulated by the 
previous Hladéshin in the case of Recollection) would apply 

- with equal force to the case cited. [And yet it cannot be 
denied that there is such contact actually present in the 
case], Then as regards what the second Hkadéshin 
has said in regard to contact being due to ‘chance’ (in Sa. 
_31),—it is open to this additional objection that as a matter 
of fact, no action and no contact can ever be due to mere 
‘chance.’ {So that this part of the argument is entirely 
baseless], . 


“ But in the case of the pain caused by the thorn, what 
causes the action (in the Mind) is the Unseen Karma (force 
of Destiny) which brings about all experience.” 


This also will be equally applicable to both cases. What 
you mean is that—“ the Unseen Destiny, subsisting in the 
Person, which serves to bring about all his experiences, is 
what leads to the action of the Mind (and brings it into 
contact with the Soul), whereby there comes about pain 


o 3 . . c 
Several Mss. read az, which should be construed with what follows, meaning 


—‘thaving his foot burt by a pebble or thorn in some place” B i 
ace, ut 1ves 
better sense, as translated, Š 5 ae 
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and also the feeling of pain ” ;—but exactly the same may be 
the case also with the particular kind of contact that brings 
about Recollection. - 


Thus then, what has been said by the second Bkadéshin, 
to the effect that “the particular kind of contact is not 
possible, either by the impelling cf the Soul, or by chance, 
ov by intelligence” (Sa. 32)—is no criticism at all (of 
what tho first Bradéshin has- put forward under. Si. 25) ; 
the real criticism of that position is what has been said by us 
above to the effect that ‘this explanation is not right, because 
the Mind lirs within the Body.’ Sù. (26). 

Vartika on Si. (82). 
[P. 429, Ll. S—10,] 


What has been urged in SG. 31 is no answer (to the argu- 
ment of the first Hkadéshin),—because the particular kind 
of contact would be similar to that contact which causes pain 
in the foot of a person who has his mind preoccupied, It 
will not be right to urge that—*“ the Unseen Destiny which 
leads to experience would form the restricting agency,” 
—hbecause this also will be equally applicable to both cases. 
Hence the right answer is what we have put forward under 
St. 26—that ‘the explanation given by the Hkagéshin in St. 
25 is not right, because the Mind lies within the Body.’ 

Bhasya on Si. (#8). 
[P. MET eo to P. 173, L. 18.] 

Question—“ What ‘new is the reason that Recollections 
are not simultaneous, even though their causes are present at 
one and the same time?” 

Sttra (33). 
[ Answer]—RecoLbuctions ARE NOT SIMULTANEOUS, 

BECAUSE SUCH CAUSES AS ATTENTION, PERCEPTION OF THE 

SIGN AND THE REST ARE NUT ALL PRESENT AT ONE AND THE 

SAME TIME. (SU. 33), 

Just as the Contact of the Soul with the Mind and Im- 
pressions are the ‘cause of Recollection,’ so also are Atten- 
tion and Perception of the Sign and such other things (detail- 
ed in St. 41]; and inasmuch as these latter do not appear 

Nyaya Vol. ZU. 283. 
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at one and the same time, it is to this that the non-simultanei- 


ty of Recollections is due.” 3 

[The Opponent: argues]—“Just as in the case of Intuition- 
al Perception, 80 also in the case of such Recollection as is 
independent of Attention and the other causes, there should 
be simultaneity. That is, there are at times certain Recol- 
Jections which, being independent of Attention and the other 
causes, resemble Intuitional Perception ; and in such Recol- 
lections there should be simultaneity, as there is no reason 
(why there should be no simultaneity).” t 


[Answer |—As a matter of fact, in the case cited also, the 
several causes are present ; and it is because these causes fail 
to be perceived that people have the idea that the Recollec- 
tion resembles Intuitional Perception. What actually hap- 
pens is that, when there appear in the mind a number of 
ideas pertaining to several things, it isonly some one of these 
several things that brings about Recollection in some man 
(and not in others); and this is so because he recollects that 
particular thing because he ponders more specially over that 
thing; and yet the Recollector is not cognisant of all the 
causes that go to bring about the Recollection; he does not 
review his entire memory-process by thinking that * in this 
fashion has my Recollection come about’ ; and because he is 
not coguisant of the causes, he thinks that his Recollection 
resembles Intuitional Perception, and also that Recollection 
is not dependent upon Attention and such other causes, — 

Question,—“How is it in the case of Intuitional Per- 
ception P ”} 

_ Answer—The restriction or limitation is due to the pecu- 
Narities of the person’s Karma (past deeds) ; just as there is 
in the case of experience. What the question means is—" Why 


® Mind-Soul Contact and Impressions are not the sole cause of Recollection. 
So that even though these two are present, yet, inasmuch as the other causes of 


Recollection—Attention, &c.—are not present, several Recollections do not appear 
simultaneously. i 


t When, for instance, without any rhyme or reason, a recollection rushes ia 
upon the Mind, all on a sudden, Pratibhavat, etc., is printed as Sūtra. But no 


such Sūtra appears either in the Nyayasichinibandha, or in any of the Sūțra- 
Mss. or in. Vishvanatha’s Vritti. 


+ > . 5 
+ This question has been propounded by the Author by way of introduction to 
the principal argument in support of his theory.—Tétparya. 
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does not Intuitional Perception appear simultaneously ?”— 
and the meaning of the answer is that—just as the Man’s 
past Karma, which brings about his experiences, does not 
bring about all his experiences at one and the same time,— 
similarly the peculiarity of mau’s past Karma, which is the 
causa of his Intuitional Perception, does not bring about 
several such perceptions at one and the same time.* 


“ What is said is not right, because there is no reason.” 
This objection is not right, because an Instrument has power 
to ‘bring about cognitions only one by one. That is to 
say, if, by your objection, you mean that—*When you 
say that the limitation is similar to that in the case of 
experiences, what you put forward is only an example,—you 
do not put forward any reason,’—then our answer is that 
this objection has no force; because as a matter of fact, 
an Instrument can, by its very nature, bring about 
cognitions only one by one; and several cognitions are 
never produced, at one and the same time, either with 
regard to one or with regard to several objects ;—and from 
this perceived fact of cognitions appearing one by one, we 
infer that the capacity of Instruments is such (that they 
can bring about cognitions one by one) ; though there is no 
such restriction in regard to the Agent; because in the case 
of a person possessed of supernatural organs and powers, it 
is found that when (through his occult powers) he creates 
several bodies for himself, he does have several cognitions 
at one and the same time (in his several bodies). 


The following is another objection that has been urged 
[against the view of the Fkagēshin that—‘ Recollectiou 
cannot appear simultaneously, because it proceeds from 
the contact of the Mind with that part of the Soul 
which is permeated by the cognition” (St. 14)]:—‘ Even 
in the case of the person who has a single body (and who 
is not a Yogi capable of taking several bodies), it would be 
possible for several cognitions to subsist in a single part 
of the Soul at diverse times, and [since the impressions left 
by all these Cognitions would inhere in the same part of 
the Soul] it should be possible to have the recollection of 

several things at one and the same time. As a matter of 


comes in the next passage. 
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fact, it often happens that when the Agent has ba body 
located in a certain place, several cognitions do appear * in 
one and the same part of the Soul, through the contact of 
the several Sense-organs with their respective objects ;—so 
that when the Mind comes into contact with such a part of 
the Soul (bearing the impressions of several cognitions), it 
is only natural that there should appear, at one and 
the same time, the recollection of all the several things 
eognised before ; specially because there can be no graduat- 
jon or non-simultaneity in the case of the Mind's contact 
with a part of the Soul. Then agam, the several ‘parts of 
the Soul’ not being so many distinct substances, the 
condition of ‘subsisting in the same substance’ would be 
fulfilled by all cognitions belonging to the several parts of 
any single Soul; and thus (simultaneity of cognitions being 
guite possible) the said Bkadeshin’s explanation of the non- 
simultaneity of Recollections (propounded tn SQ. 25) is nob 
satisfactory.” 

[Our answer to the above objection is as follows]—In the 
ease of Sound-series it is found that only thatindividual Sound 
is heard which happens to be in contact with the receptacle 
or subsiratum of the Auditory organ (and notall the Sounds ; 
even though they all inhere in the same substratum, Asdasha ) 
in the same manner Recollection is produced by the con- 
tact'of the Mind with each individual impression (left by 
the corresponding Cognition; and not with all the impressions 
left on the Soul); so that. there can be no possibility of 
the several Recollections appearing at one and the same 
time. f Hence we conclude that the right answer to the 
Ekadéshin position (in Si. 25) is what has been put forward 
before (in Su. 26) ; and it is not true (as has been argued in 
lines 11-14 of the ‘ext above) that “ since several cognitions 
subsist in a single part of the Soul, it should be possible 
to have several Recollections at one and the same time.” 


©The | is not required. Since however it is found in all Mss. we should 
construe the passage as— NAF ATA kedisi} IRIN T anfa afaz. 


f Eventhough it is true that the impressions left by the several cognitions 
are present in the same part of the Soul,—yet, inasmuch as no Impression pervades 
over the entire part of the Soul, it is not possible for the Mind to be in contact’ with 
all the impressions at one and the same time ;and hence no simultaneily of Recol- 


Jections i ible ; the Mind, i i A 
: $18 possible ; the Mind, in fact, can come into contact with only one impres- 
sion at a time, 
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Vartika on Su. (33). 
[P. 429, L. 11 to P. 480, L. 17). 


“IE you do not admit the explanation offered in Su. 25 — 
that there can be no simullaneity of Recollections because 
there is no simultaneity in the contact of those parts of the 
Soul that are impressed by Cognitions—then the contingency 
of Recollections being simultaneous remains ; for the simple 
reason that their causes appear at one and the same time.” 


Not so ; because there are other necessary causes, which 
do not appear simultaneously. That is to say, Attention etc. - 
are necessary aids to the Mind-Soul contact (in the bring- 
ing about of Recollection) ; and inasmuch as the said aids do 
not appear at one and the same time, there can be no simul- 
taneity in the Recollections, “Tf simultaneous Recollec- 
tions are not brought about by such Mind-Soul contact as 
requires the aid of such auxiliaries as Attention and the like, 
then there should be simultaneity in the case of those Recol- 
lections which do appear without the aid of Attention 
and such other auxiliaries.” Certainly not; for we do not 
admit of any such; that is, there is no such Recollection as 
is independent of Attention and the other auxiliaries; what 
happens in certain cases is that these auxiliary causes, even 
though present, are not recognised, [This is what gives rise 
to the notion that the Recollection has appeared without 
those auxiliaries]. 

“ The case of Recollections resembles that of Tutuitional 
Perception; Intuitional Perceptions certainly can be simul- 
taneous; for their causes are never absent.” 

Notso; for this has already been answered. We have 
already answered this argument, by pointing out 
that no Instrument possesses the capacity to 
accomplish more than one actionat atime. Further, when 
there are several simulianeous Intuitional Perceptions,— 
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would they all pertain to one and the same object? Or to 


diverse objects? Tt could not be the former ; because there 


would be no use (in several perceptions appearing in regard 
to the same object).* Nor could it be the latter; for the 
simple reason that there is no such capacity (in Cognitions). 


Further, there is no such necessary restriction as that 


cognitions can never be simultane.us; for in the case of an 


Agent possessed ‘of supernatural organs of perception, it is 
found that when he creates several bodies for himself, he 
does have several cognitions at one and the same time. 
[Another objection has been urged by some people against 
the position of the Ekadéshin put forward in Si. 25]—“' If 
Recollections do not appear simultaneously, because there is 


no contact with such parts of the Soul as are impressed by | 


Cognitions,—then in the case of the person who has a single 
body, it would be possible for several cognitions to inhere in 
the same parts of the Soul (at diverse times), and siuce the 
Impressions left by these cognitions would all co-exist simul- 
taneously in the same part of the Soul, it should be possible 
to have the recollections of the several things (cognised) at 
one and the same time. (So that the explanation offered in 
Su. 25 is no explanation at all,’) 

It is however not right to say that—‘‘in the case of a 
person who has a single body, there are certain Impressions 
that co-exist in the same substratum (of the Soul); for the 
< parts of the Svul’ are not so many different substances; so 
that it is not only certain Impressions, but all Impressions (or 
Cognitions), that co-exist in the same single substratum, (the 
Soul) ; and for that reason all Recollections should be simul- 
taneous. 


° The Parishuddhi suggests anotherjexplanatiou of ‘ Vaiyarthy it ’—‘artha’ 
stands for cause ; hence vaiyarthya means absence of cause; that is, absence of 
means of right cognition, that is, absence of proof; the meauing thus being that 


. there is no proof in support of the assertion that several perceptions appear in 


regard to the same object at one and the sarno time.’ 
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[The Bhasya says— Recollection is produced by the contact 
(pratyasatti) of the Mind with each individual impression ; 
in regard to this the Opponent asks}—“ When you 
Say that ‘it ison account of the ‘pralyasatti’ with each 
impression that there is no simultaneity of Recollections’, 
whatsort of ‘pratyasatti’ do you mean? Any protimity 
or non-proximity is not possible for Impressions, as they 
inhere in the same substratum [‘pratyasatti’ only means 
proximity]. ’? 

We do not say that ‘ pratyasatti,’ in the case in question, 
consists in provimity; what we mean by there being pra¢yasatti, 
or Contact, of the Impressions is that there is present a combina- 
tion of their auxiliary causes ;—just as there is in the case 
of Sound: all the several Sounds appearing in a series inhere 
in Akosha, and yet though they inhere in the same substratum, 
only those of them are actually beard, the auxiliary causes of 
whose perception are present, and no others are heard; 
similarly in the case of Impressions also (those alone lead to 
Recollection which haye their auxiliary causes present, even 
though all Impressions inhere in’ the same substratum, 
Soul). 

Bhasya on Si. (34). 
[P. 173, L. 18 to P. 174. L. 5.] 


Some people hold the theory that—“ Jana, Cognition, is 
a property of the Soul, but Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, 
and Pain are properties of the Internal Organ; ”*—this theory 
is impugned in the next Sūtra. 


° We now proceed to consider the question whether or not Cognition belongs 
to the same substratum as Desire and the rest. This doubt arises by reason 
of diffcrent views being held by the Saihya and the Nihilist—Tatparya, 

That Cognition belongs to the same substratum as Desire &c. is a fact known 
by ordinary experience, and is also established by reasons. Hence so long as 
it is not proved that Desire &c. belong to the Soul, it cannot be regarded ag 
established that Cognition belongs to it. Such is the connection of the present 
question with the main subject-matter of the section.—Parishuddhi, 

Viskvanatha puts it somewhat differently :—“ Desire belongs to the Mind ; 
Desire again is produced by Cognition ; hence the two should reside in the same 
substratuin ; therefure Yognition also should belong tothe Mind, not to the Soul.” 
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Sttra (34). 
INASMUOH AS ACTIVIIY AND CESSATION FROM ACTIVITY 

ARE OAUSED BY DESIRE AND Aversion or a Coanisant BEING 

[Dusike AND AVERSION MUST BELONG To THIS CoGNisan 

Beina].* (Sa. 34). 

Asa matter of fact, what happens is that the person 
cognises the fact of a certain thing being a source of pleasure 
and another thing being a source of pain to him,—then he 
desires to obtain that which gives him pleasure and desires to 
get rid of what causes him pain,—and when he is imbued 
with the desire t obtain and puts forth an Effort to obtain 
what gives him pleasure, this Bgurt is what is called ‘aelivity ;’ 
and when imbued with the desire to get rid of a thing, he 
avoids what gives him paia, this is what constitutes 
‘cessation from activity ;’— thus we find that Cognising, Desir- 
ing, Efurt, Aversion, Pleasure, and Pain, all these belong to 
(reside in) oue and the same substratum; that is, Cognising, 
Desiring and Acting haye one and the same Agent, and 
subsist in the same substratum, From all this it follows that 
Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, and Pain are properties 
of the cognisant, intelligent thing (the Soul),—and not of a 
non-intelligent thing (the Internal Organ). Such ‘activity ’ 
and ‘cessation from activity’ as has beeu described we 
actually perceive in the case of our own Souls,—and from 
this we infer the same in regard to other Souls. 


Vartika on Si. (84). 
[P. 430, L. 17 to P. 481, L. 5.] 
Some people have held the theory that Cognition belongs 
to the Soul, but Desire and the rest to the Internal Organ. 


The ‘theory’ quoted ‘in the Bhasya is thus explained by the Tatparya— The 
intelligence of the Soul isone and imwutable jin this are reflected the Interval 
Organ modified into the forms of the several objects of cognition ; and it is by 
virtue of these reflections that the one Intelligence appears to be diverse and liable 
to production and destruction. Desire, Aversion &c. on the other hand, are by 
their very nature, diverse and liable to be produced and destroyed, Hence while 
the Cognition belongs to the Soul, Desire &c. belong to the Internal Organ. 

* Vishvanatha has supplied two constructions ofthe Sūtra.—(1) ‘Activity and 
Cessation from Activity are due to Desire andj Aversion, hence these latter are WEY, 


eee belong to a Cognisant Being ; and (2) ‘Inasmuch as Activity and Cessation 
rom Activity are caused by Desire and Aversion of a Cogrisant Being, (these 
Dios must belong to that cognisant being)? l 
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This theory is impugned in the next Sara. Inasmuch as 
fc. §ce.—says the Sttra. What the Sülra means is that 
Desire &e. also belong tothe Cogniser. If Desiro belonged 
Var. p.431, ÉO the Internal Organs, they could not be perceiv- 
ed; for the Desire &c. belonging to one are not 
perceived by another ; so that Desire &c. would ever remain 
imperceptible ; since all qualities of the Mind must be beyond 
the senses. 


Activity and Cessation being found in our own selves we 
infer the same in regard to others. 


Bhagya on St. (85). 
[P. 174, L.5 to L. 9.] 
The philosopher who holds Intelligence to belong to 
Material Substances (i.e, the Materialist) says— 
Salra (35). 

“INASMUCH AS TAE SAID Activity AND ABSUNOE OF 
ACTIVITY ARB THE SOLE INDICATIVES OF DESIRE AND AVER- 
SION, THESE CANNOT BE DENIED IN REGARD TO THE Boptes 
COMPOSED -OF ẸA&TH AND OTHER MATERIAL SUBSTANCES.” 
(Si. 35.) i 
‘‘ The presence of Desire and Aversion is indicated by 

Activity and Absence of Activity ; hence it follows that Desire 
and Aversion must belong to that to which Activity and Cess- 
ation from Activity belong, and to that same should belong 
Cognition also ;—so that inasmuch as Activity and Absence 
of Activity are found in Bodies composed of Earth, Water, 
Fire, and Air,—it is these Bodies that are endowed with 
Desire, Aversion, and Cognition; which shows that Intelli- 
gence belongs to these material bodies.” 


Vartika on Siti. (35). 
[P. 431, Ll. 6-7.] 


What the Szira means is that—“ Inasmuch as Desire 
&c. must reside in the same substratum as Activity and 
Absence of Activity, they must belong tothe material Body.” 

Nyadya Vol. TIT. 291. 
23 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


878 Innan Tnoucur: Nvdya-Soqra. 


Stra (86) and Bhasya [P. 174, D. 10 to P, 175, L. 4]. 


SINOE WE FIND ACTIVITY AND ABSENOR oF AOTIVITY 
IN BUCH THINGS AS THE AXE AND THE LIKE, 


it follows that Intelligence need not belong to the mater- 
ial Body. Thatis, if the finding of Activity and Absence of 
Activity in a certain thing justifies the attributing of Desire, 
Aversion and Cognition to it,—then, inasmuch as such 
Activity aud Absence of Activity are found also in such Zna- 
truments as the Axe and the like, Intelligence should be 
attributed to these also. Desire &c. are attributed to the 
Body,—and yet we find, inthe case of the Axe &e, that Activi- 
ty and Cessation from Activity are not concomitant with Desire 
&o. ;—-80 that it cannot be right reasoning to argue that— 
“because Activity and Absence of from Activity are found 
in Bodies of thurth, Water, Fire and Air, Desire, Aversion 
and Oognition must belong to these.” 


{Says the Materialist]—“ Well, in that case, we shall put 
another meaning to the words—‘tallingutvat &c. &c.’ (Sa. 
35): The ‘activity’ of the material substances, Earth &c.. in 
bodies,—transitory* (of insects) and durable (of animals and 
men),—consists of a particular kind of action, whose presence 
is indicated by the aggregation or re-arrangement of the 
component particles of those bodies (by virtue of which the 
shape of the bodies undergo changes, becoming fatter or lean- 
er &c.];—‘ Absence of Activity’—i. e. Inactivity—is found 
in such things as stone &c.;in which there is no such indica- 
tion of activity ;—and again, the presence of Desire and Aver- 
sionis indicated by ‘ Activity ’ and ‘ Absence of Activity ’;—so 
that, inasmuch as we find Activity and Absence of Activit 
in the Atoms of Earth &e., (as shown above), and as Deere 
and Aversion are concomitant with these (aetivit and 
Absence of Activity), it follows that Cognition also Bibs 8 
to those same Atoms;—and thus it becomes established that 
Beene belongs to material substances (and not to the 

uli. 


wu Y > - ` . 
Weadopt tho reading Tae for aaa. It is found in several Mss, and is sup- 


ported by the Zatparya which sa q t 
: Tat ; ys ang aR gampi A 
aa Ru mrgud mitts, : ae aD 
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[Our answer to the above is as follows }|— 
P What has been put forward is not a valid reason, 
as 16 18 not perceived in such things as the Jar and the like.* 
In the case of the Karth-molecules composing the Jar and 
such things also we find ‘ activity ’ in the form of a particular - 
action which is indicated by aggregation or re-arrangement 
(of parts);—and we find ‘ absence of activity’ in such things 
as the Sound (in which can there is no aggregation) in which 
every form of action is absent ;—and yet even though ‘ Activ- 
ity and Absence of Activity’ are found in the Barth mole- 
cules and Sound, yet wedo not find in them ‘Desire and 
Aversion ’";—from this it is clear that mero presence of 
‘ Activity and Absence of Activity in anything cannot be a 
valid ground for attributing to it Desire and Aversion.’ 


Vartika on Sti. (36). 
(EAEN 


Bhā. P. 175. 


What the Safra means is that since we find Activity and 
Absence of Aotivity in such things as the Axe and the like, 
the premiss put forward by the Materialist becomes falsified. 


Sa lra (37). 

WHEAT DIFFERENTIATES TER SAID Destre AND AVik- 
SION (FROM THE QUALITIES OF MATERIAL SUBSTANOES, AND 
MARKS THEM OUT AS RELONGING TO SOMETHING OTHER THAN 
MATERIAL Sopsranoes) IS UNIVERSALITY AND ABSENCE OF 
Universatity (Sa. 37). 

Bhagya on Sut, (37). 
[P. 175, L. 6 to P. 176, L. 13.} 


What distinguishes the qualities of Desire and Aversion and 
marks them out as belonging to something other than material 
substances is‘ niyama’ ‘ Universality, restriction, and ‘ anı- 


“© This is printed as Sūtra. But nosuch Safra is found eitherin the Nydya- 
tichiinbandha or in Vishvayatha’s Vritti ‘orinany manuscript of the Sutra. 
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yama, Absence of Universality. The ‘activity and absence 
of activity,’ due to the ‘ Desire and Aversion of the cognis- 
ant being,’ are such as subsist, not in that Being, but in that 
on which he operates; so that the Activity and Absence of 
Activity should belong to only such material substances, 
Warth and the rest, as happen to be manipulated or operated 
upon by that Being,—and not to all substances ; 80 that there 
is in this case ‘ antyama,’ ‘absence of universality. For one, 
on the other hand, who regards the material substances them- 
selves as cognisant (and as such, endowed with Desire and 
Aversion), the ‘activity and absence of activity’ due to Desire 
and Aversion would subsist in those substances themselves; 
and hence there sbould be ‘niyama,’ ‘universality.’ For in 
the case of the other well-known qualities of material sub- 
stances, it ig found that the action due to a quality, as also 
absence of action due to the cessation or obstruction of that 
quality, occurs in all substances; so that, in the same manner, 
the action and absence of action due to Desire and Aversion 
(belonging to the Material Substances) should also occur in 
all material snbstances ;—this however is never found to be 
the case;—from which it follows that while Activity and 
Absence of Activity subsist in the things operated upon or 
manipulated, Desire, Aversion and Effort belong to the 
manipulator.* 


° The qualities that aro recognised by both parties as belonging to Material 
Substances are found in all material substances, and continue to exist as long as 
those substances exist, For instance, the Odour of Earth is found in all that is of 
Earth, and lasts as long as tho Barth lasts. The action of falling due to the qua- 
lity of gravity will occur in all material substances, and it will cease to occur only 
when tho quality is obstructed or counteracted, This is what is meant by Univer- 
sality, ‘niyama.’ If Desire &c. belongod to material substances, these also would have 
been co-existent and coeval with those substances ; le, they should have been found 
in all such substances; as a matter of fact however, Desire and Aver- 
sion and Effort are not found to be go i €g., Desire &c. are never found in the Jar. 
This is what is meant by ‘Absence of Universality,’ Aniyama, 
conclude that Desire &c. cannot belong to Material Substances, 


From this we 


There is some confusion here in rog 


ard to the terms ‘ Niyama’ and ‘ Aniyama’ 
—The Bhtsya has taken the:n inthe s 


ensus of ‘Universality’ and ‘Abseuce of 
Universality’ respectively ; the former belonging to the qualities of material sub- 


stances, and the latter to the qualities of the coguisant Being. The Vartika has, as 
We shall seo below, taken the terms to mean ‘restriction’ and ‘want of restriction,’ 
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Further, there can be no reason in support of the view that 
in each single body there are several cognisers ; and yet 
according to the person who attributes Intelligence to 
material substances, inasmuch there are, in each single 
body, several material substances (Particles of Earth, Water 
&c.), every one of which is endowed with the qualities of 
Desiro, Aversion and Effort,—this would mean that in a 
single body there are several Cognisers.* If the Opponent 
says— Yes, bo it so,”—we point out that there is no proof for 
such an assertion. Jn the case of several different bodies we 
infer the presence of so many different Oognisers from the fact 
that each of them is found to be possessed of distinct qualities 
of Cognition (Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure and Pain) ; 
in the same manner, if, in each single body, every particle 
of material substance were possessed of its own cognition and 
other qualities, then alone could it follow as a necessary 
conclusion that these are so many distinct cognisers (in that 
single body). [But there is no such ground for Inference}. 


Further, as a matter of fact, we find that in material sub- 
stances there appear several such actions ag 
are due to the quality of something else,—and 
this provides the ground for inferring the same thing in other 
cases also. ‘That is,in the case of such substances as are 
used as Instruments,—z2.g. the axe and the like—and also in 
the case of such as form the constituent cause of objects— 


Bha, P. 176. 


ee 


the former applying to the qualities of the Cognisant Being, and the latter to those 
of material substances. This is the difference of opinion upon which Vardhamana 
asserts that the term ‘niyama’ may mean either universality or partiality, accord- 
ing to the meaning that we attach to the term; and ‘aniyama’ is its contrary, 
The sense of the argu.nent remains the same. . 


© In answer to what has been said in para. 1, in regard to the possibility of 
Desire &c. being found in all Earthy substances, the Opponent might put forward 
the case of wine ; grains of barley as a rule are not endowed with the power of in- 
toxicating men; but these grains that enter into the composition of winedo be- 


come endowed with that power,—similarly only those particles of Earth are 


endowed with Intelligence which enter into the composition ‘of the body of man. 
It is in answer to this that the Bhdsya points out that even so every particle of the 
material substances composing the body should be imbued with intelligence ; and 
as such form so many distinct cognisant beings in exch body ; just as each par- 
ticle of wine is endowed with the power of intoxication. 
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e.g. clay and the like,—we find that there appear actions that 
are due to the quality of others sand this provides the 
ground for inferring the same thing in other cases also i—i.e, 
in the case of such things as the transitory and durable bodies 
(of Insects and Men respectively) ; so that we infer that the 
action of material substances composing these bodies, —which 
is indicated by the aggregation and modification of their com- 
ponent particles [which has been put forward by the Oppo- 
nont in the Bhāşya on Si. 36],—is due to the quality of 
something different (from the material substances).* This 
quality (to which the said action is due) subsists in the samo 
substratum as Effort, and appears in the form of ‘ Samskara, 

‘Faculty,’ and is called ‘Merit-Demerit’; like the quality of 
Effort, it bears upon all things (related to the Man), and urges 
to activity all material substances, for the fulfilment of 
that man’s purpose. 


The theory that Intelligence belongs to material substan- 
ces may also be regarded as set aside by all those arguments 
that have been shown to prove the existence of the Soul, as 
well as by those put forward in proof of the Eternality of the 
Soul ; and what has been said (in Su. 8-2-18)—in regard to 
“Cognition not belonging to either the Sense-organs or objects 
of perception, because Cognition persists also when these are 
destroyed ’—applies with equal force to the denying of Intel- 
ligence in the material substances of the Body.t 


Further, what the Opponent has urged (in Sa, 35)—to 
the effect that— inasmuch as the said Activity and Absence 
of Activity are the sole indicatives of Desire and Aversion, 
thesé cannot be denied in regard to the bodies composed of 
Earth and other substances "—is on the understanding that 
the terms ‘arambha,’ Activity, and ‘ nturiltih, ‘ Absence of 

“It is not only the activity of the Body as a whole, but also the action of all 
its component particles that go on undergoing re-arrangement during life, that are 
all due to the quality (Dharma £e.) of the Soul ensouling the Body. 


À f Because even when the Objects and the Sense-organs are destroyed, Cogoi- 
tion remains,—it is inferred that Cognition cannot belong to them ; similarly Intelli- 
Bence cannot belong to the material substances in the body, because while these 
substances undergo changes and destruction during the life of the individual, the 
quality of intelligence continues to persist all along.—Tatnarya. 
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Activity’ (used by us in St. 34) stand for mere action and 
cessation of action; asa matter of fact, these two termg— 
‘Activity’ and ‘Absence of Activity ’—stand (in Si. 34) for 
action of a totally different kind ;* and action of this kind is 
never found in Earth and other substances. Hence what has 
been urged (in Si. 35) to the effect that—“ inasmuch as the 
said Activity and Absence of Activity are the sole indicatives 
of Desire and Aversion, these cannot be denied in regard tothe 
bodies composed of Earth and other substances” —is notright. 


Vartika on SQ. (87). 
[P. 431, L. 12 to P. 422, L. 6.] 

What differentiates, etc. elc.—says the Satra. The“ niya- 
ma, restriction, in regard to ‘ Activity aud Absence of Activa 
ity’ is this that they pertain to only such material sub- 
stances a3 are operated upon (by the cognisant being); i.e. 
‘Activity and Absenće of Activity’ are found to appear in only 
such Material Substances as are operated upon,—and not in 
all material substances. If the ‘Activity and Absence of Activ- 
ity’ of material substances were due to their own intelligence, 
then they would be found in all substances ; as is found in 
the case of such qualities as Gravity and the like ; that is, all 
substances possessed of Gravity are found to fall,—this also 
is another ‘niyama, ‘rule,’ that is found true. From all 
this it follows that intelligence does not belong to material 
substances. 

There can be no reason in support of the view that in each 
single body there are several cugnisers—says the Bhasya. He 
who attributes Intelligence to material substances must ad- 
mit of several intelligent agents in a single body, as each 
body consists of several material substances. “Let there 
be several intelligent agents ina single body ;—what harm 


° What is meaut by ‘ Activity and Absence of Activity ’ in Sa 34, is not mere 
Action and Cessation of Action, but that particular form of action which is undertaken 
for the obtaining of the desirable and the getting rid of the undesirable thing ; and 
certainly no such intelligent action is ever foundin material substances, Without 
understanding this, you have put forward your argument in Si. 35.—Tatparya. 
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does that do to us?” This is not right ; for if there were 
several intelligent cognisers in the same body, then this 
should lead us to infer that each component substance in 
the Body has its own distinct cognition; “—as a matter of 
f fact however no such thing is found; as is 
jaie clear fromthe fact that there is‘recognition’ of 
the various Cognitions of a person; and such ‘ recognition ’ is 
found possible only in cases where all belong toa single aggre- 
_gate of several causes and effects. [If each component parti- 
cle of the body had its own cognition, then, since such parti- 
cles are appearing and disappearing every moment, no ‘recog. 
nition’ of any kind would be possible, the particle to whom the 
original Oognition belonged having ceased to exist long be- 
fors the appearance of the corresponding Recognition]. 


Further, what the terms mean is totally different. The 
terms ‘ Activity ’ and ‘Absence of Activity’ (as used by us) 
stand for that particular kind of action which is undertaken 
for the obtaining of the desirable and getting rid of the un- 
desirable thing. You (the Parvapaksin) on the other hand are 
using theso terms inthe sense of mere action and cessation of 
action, when you assert that—“ [nasmuch. as the said Activity 
and Absence of Activity are the sole indicatives of Desire and 
Aversion, these cannot be denied in regard to the bodies 
composed of Harth and other substances” (Si. 35). That 
kind of ‘Activity and Absence of Activity’ which reside in 
` sach substances as are operated upon (by a cognisant being) 
belong to every material substancet (which is not the case 
with Desire, Aversion &c.). 


©The Tatparyu reads WCUUCAARYT T Waa. But in view of what follows 
the reading of the printed texts appears to be inore satisfactory, 


t The reading of this last sentence appears to be corrupt. We have tried to make 
Some sense out cf the words as they stand ; it is difficult however to construe ‘Wetata- 


Tat’? with < AIFA: the Feminine Dual with the Masculine Singular, 
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Bhasya on Si. (38). 
[P. 176, L. 13 to P. 177, L. L] 


Asa matter of fact, our denial of Intelligence applies equal- 
ly to Material Substances, Sense-organs aud Mind ; but (in the 
following Sūtra) we speak of Mind only, singling it ont only 
by way of illustration (and our reason for selecting this lies in 
the fact that Mind is more like the Soul than Substances or 
Sense-organs]. ` 

Satra (38). 
(A) ON ACCOUNT oF RRASONS EXPLAINED BEFORE, — 

(B) ON ACOOUNT oF THESE BEING UNDER THE CONTROL OF 

SOMETHING ELSE, —AND (C) ON ACCOUNT OF THE CONTIN- 

GENCY, THAT [IF INTELLIGENCE BELONGED TO THE MIND, 

&o.] Ir WOULD MEAN THAT THE RESULTS ACORUING (‘ro 

MAN) ARE THOSE OF ACTS DONE BY OTHERS (THAN HIMSELF).* 

—(Sū. 43), 

(A) The first phrase (‘on account of reasons explained 
above’) includes all that has been said, beginning from the 
Sūtra 1-1-19, ‘ Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, Pain and 
Cognition are the indicatives of the Soul’ s—all this goes to 
show that Intelligence cannot belong to Material Substances, 
or Sense-organs, or Mind. ; 

(B) On account of their being under the control of something 
else ;—Material Substances, Sense-organs and Mind are 
‘under the control of something else, in the senso that it is 
only under the impulse of Effort (of the Soul) that they pro- 
ceed to the actions of sustaining, propelling and aggregat- 
ing ;f while if these were themselves intelligent, they 


© In place of (c) ARAETA Vishvanatha reads ARMENA, mean- 
ing—‘on account of the fact that what accrues to man must be the results of his 
own acts? The same reading is found in the Puri Sātra Ms., and also in Sūtra 
Ms, D, The Bhisya, the Vartika aud the Tétparya read as in the printed 
text. t 

+The Talparya explains that these three actions refer only to the;Body and 
the Senge-organs ; the arguments being formulated thus—(«) ‘The Body and the 
Sense-organsare under the control of something clse, in the actions of sustaining, 
propelling aud aggregating, severally,—because they are material,—like the Jar g 
and (b) ‘The Mind is under the control of something else,—because it is an ins- 
trument, —like the Axe.’ So thatit is clear that all three act ouly uuder the iuflu- 


ence of something else. 
Nydya Vol. 111. 299, 
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would be independent [and this would be incompatible with 
the arguments that bave been propounded in support of the 
conclusion that the Body is wnder the control of something 


elso]. 


(C) On account of the contingency that, if Intelligence be- 
longed to the Mind etc., it would mean that the reculis accru- 
ing to Man are those of acts not done by himself. Under 
Sia. 1-1-17 it has been pointed out that ‘ Activity consists in 
the operating of Mind, of Speech and of Body — [and in the 
Bhasya on St, 1-1-2, P. 8, it is shown that Activity, conducive 
to Merit-Demerit, leads to Rebirth] ;--now if Intelligence be- 
longed to the Mind, or the Sense-organs, or the Material Sub- 
stances, [since the Intelligent beings must be independent 
agents, it would be those that would have to be regarded as 
the Agents of all Activity, as the doers of all acts ;~-and yet 
alltheseare destroyed at death, and the only thing that remains 
after death is the Soul, which, being ex hypothesi, non-intelli- 
gent, has not been the doer of any deed;--so that the results 
occurring in future births, from these acts, would fall upon 
the Soul, and not upon the Body, &c.; and} it would mean 
that what is experienced by the Soul (on rebirth) is the re- 
sult of acts done by others (the Body, &c.), On the other 
hand, if the Mind, &c. are held to be non-intelligent [and a 
being other than these, i.e., the Soul, be held to be the intelli- 
gententity, this latter, being independent, would bethe Agent, 
the doer of all deeds}, then all these would be the instruments 
under the control of the intelligent Agent, and hence it 
would be only right that the Person, the intelligent Agent, 
acting through those instruments (of the Mind &c.), should 
undergo (on Rebirth) the results of acts done by himself. 


The actions mentioned, —those of sustaining, etc.,—appear to be such as belong 
tothe Body only ; itis the Body only that sustains or upholds things, that propells 
things, with the hand, f.i., and that goes on ebanging through the diverse aggrega- 
tions of its component particles, The last however is applicable to the Sense- 
organs also. That is how the Tatparya has spoken of the three actions as re- 
ferring severally to the Body and the Sense-organs. 


° This argument is aimed against those persons who accept the authority of 
the Veda, and thereby regard the Man as one to whom the results of acts accrue, 
but still attribute Intelligence, not to Man, but to the Body, ete, 
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Vartika on Si. (38). 
[P. 482, L. 6 to L. 16]. 
As a matter of fact our denial of Intelligence applies equal- 
ly to Material Substances, Sense-organs and Mind; but in the 


following Sutras we speak of Mind only, singling it out only by 
way of illustration—says the Bhasya. 


On account of reasons explained before etc. etc.——says 
the Safra. (A) The phrase—on account of reasons ex- 
plained before--i.e., the arguments put forward in the 
Sitras 3-1-1, et -seg., have not been answered by. the 
Opponent. (B) On account of their being under the con- 
trol of something else—-As a matter of fact, the Body, 
the Sense-organs and the Mind are under the control 
of something else, and it is only through the force of Effort 
(of the Soul) that they operate towards the acts of sustain- 
ing, propelling and aggregation. If they were themselves 
endowed with Intelligence, they would be independent, (C) 
On account of the contingency that if Intelligence belonged to 
the Mind, it would mean that the results accruing tu man are 
those of acts done by others,—If the Body &c. were intelli- 
gent, then it would mean that the results experienced by man 
are the effect of acts done by these Bodies &c., and this 
would involve the absurd contingency of such results accru- 
ing to man as proceeds from acts done by others. On the 
other hand, if the Body &c. are not intelligent, then all these 
would be the instruments under the control of the intelligent 
agent, and hence it would be only right that the Person, the in- 
telligant Agent, acting through these instruments, should under- 
go the results of acts done by himself. 

Bhasya on Sā. (39). 
- [P. 177, L. 1 to P. 178, L. 2J. 
The Author now sums up* the well-established reasons. 


° ‘ Upasaùgraha’ stands for Upasamhara—says the Tatparya. 
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St/ra (39). 
(A) Arso BY RBASON OF ‘ELIMINATION?’ AND ALSO 
(B) BECAUSE 1HE REASONS ADDUCED BEFORE ARE FIRMLY 


ESTABLISHED, 

[Or (B) BECAUSE OF REASONS ADDUCED BEFORE AND 

(C) BY REASON OF Rearegarance*|—(Si. 39). 

“The proposition under consideration is that. ‘ Intelligence 
is the quality of the Soul.’ 

(A) Parishésa, ‘ Blimination’.—When in regar to a qua- 
lity, some likely substrata being denied and eliminated, and 
‘there being no likelihood of other substrata, we have the cog- 
nition of that likely substratum which remains undenied -—we 
have what is called ‘Cognition by Elimination.’} In the 

resent connection, for instance, we have the denial of 
“ Material Substances, Sense-organs and the Mind ’ (as likely 
substrata of Intelligence),—there is no other likely substance 
which might be suspected to be that substratum,—and the 
only substance that remains is the Soul,—so that the con- 
clusion is that ‘Intelligence is a quality of the Soul.’ 


@ (B) Also because the reasons adduced before are firmly 
established ;—i.e. because all the reasons that have been 
adduced as leading to the Conception of the Soul—beginning 
with Si. 3-l-) onwards—have not heen answered by the 
Purvapaksin. The reference to the previously adduced 
reasons being established is meant to indicate (and lend sup- 
port to) the aforesaid ‘reasoning by Elimination’ [t.e. it is 
on account of those reasons that we are led to the notion that 
the Soul is the only substance to which Intelligence can be- 
long]; and it also serves to redirect attention to the direct 

roofs in support of the proposition under consideration, 
©0r, we may take the phrase ‘ upapaltéshcha’ ag putting 
forward an additional reason; [the meaning being as follows}: 
—‘ The Soul, which is eternal, having performed meritorious 
acts in one hody, reappears, on the death of that body, in 
Heaven among the Gods; while having performed sinful acts, 
it reappears, on death of the body, in the Hells; this ‘ re- 


This is the second interpretation of the clause Yathktahattz Z: 
nomma ts p ; se Kathktahétt apapat téshcha, by 


p, 154, S PassAse also scours in the Bhdsya on Si. 1-1-5, P, 19, Translation, 
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appearance,’ which consists in the Soul taking to other 
bodies, can be possible only if the Soul isa lasting entity ; 
on the other hand, if all that existed was a mere ‘ series of 
Sensations, and there were no persisting entity in the shape 
of the Soul, there being no substratum for the said ‘ reappear- 
ance,’ it would not be possible, Then again ‘Samsara,’ 
‘series of births,’ which consists of the connection of a single 
entity with several bodies, is possible,—and ‘Deliverance’ or 
‘Final Release,’ also, which consists of freedom from the 
series of bodies, is possible—f[only if there is a persisting 
entity in-the shape of the Soul]; and if there be nothing apart 
from the ‘series of sensations,’ since there would be nothing that 
could traverse the long path(of Births and Rebirths), there 
would be nothing that could be freed from thesories of bodies ; 
so that in that case both ‘ Metempsychosis’ and ‘ Final Release’ 
would be impossible. Further, if there were nothing but a 
‘ series of sensations,’ then each individual living being would 
consist of several diverse entities ; so that the entire phenom- 
enon of his life would be disjointed (the act begun today and 
finished tomorrow being done by two distinct entities, it would 
not be recognised as the same on both days), undistinguisha- 
ble fi.e., not properly distinguished from what belongs to 
another person; the entity finishing the act to-day being as 
different from that which began it on the previous day as 
any strange person] and confused [as no discrimination of 
personalities would be possible, the entire business of. the 
world would be mixed up}.* And another inevitable result of 
this would be that there could be no Recollection; for what 
has been seeo by one personality (which was present yester- 
day) cannot be recollected by another ‘that has 
taken its place today); for Recollection is only 
the recognition by the same cogniser of the previously-per- 
ceived thing,—it appearing in the form ‘ I have known this 
object before’ ; and it is clear that in this the same cogniser 
re-cognises what he had known before; and this re-cognition 


Bha. P. 178. 


* The Tafparya explains the ‘confusion’ as being due to the fact that every 
entity, according to the Banddha sensationalist, being a mere ‘negation of contrary,” 
all persons would be the same, and no distinction as between the ‘ Brahmana’ 
and the ‘Ksattriya’ and so forth would be possible; so that there would be no 


discrimination of their duties such as the ‘ Brahmana alone shall perform the Soma- 


sacrifice,’ ‘the Ksattriya alone shall perform the Rajasiya’ and so forth. 
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is what is called ‘Recollection’; and no such phenomenon 
could be possible if there were no other persistent entity save 
a ‘series of Sensations.’ 


Vartika on St. (39). 
[P. 432, L. 16 to P. 433, L. 5.] 


The author now sums up the well-established reasons in the 
Siitra—‘ also by reason of Elimination ĝe. §c.’ The Proposition 
undey consideration is that ‘Cognition is the quality of the Soul’ 
—says the Bhasya. 

‘Because the reasons adduced are firmly established’— 
Since the reasons that have been adduced in 
this Adhyāya in proof of the Existence of the 
Soul have not been shaken. 


Var. P. 433. 


‘By reason of Elimination’—Tho quality of Cognition 
being denied in reference to the Body, the Sense-organs and 
the Mind, there being no other Substance left to which the 
said quality could belong, and the Soul being the only likely 
Substance left,—Cognition is regarded as being the quality of 
the Soul, 

The term ‘ Upapatfeh’ may be taken as embodying a 
separate reason for the eternality of the Soul. “ Whose 
Upapatti, Possibility, is it that proves the Soul’s eternality ?” 

It is the possibility of Metempsychosis and Final Release. 
All this is clearly explained in the Bhasya, 


Satra (40). 
RECOLLECTION (MUST BELONG) To THE SOUL; FoR IT 
IS THE SOUL THAT IS ENDOWED WITH THE CHARACTER OF 
THE ‘Ooaniser.’—Si. (40). 
Bhasya on Su, (40). 
[P. 178, L. 4 L, to 9.]. 


. The term ‘ Upapadyaté,’ ‘must belong,’ is to be supplied, 
to the-Siitra; the sense being that Recollection must belong to 
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the Soul, and not tua mere Series of Sensations ;—the particle 
‘tw’ expressing certitude (‘ must’). “ Why so?” Be- 
cause it is the Soul that is endowed with the character of the 
cogniser ; i.e. * being cogniser’ is the character, the peculiar 
characteristic, of the Soul. It is the Soul that is spoken of as 
‘shall know,’ ‘knows’ and ‘has known,’ which shows that 
the Soul is related to cognitions appearing at all the three 
points of time; and that the Soul has these cognitions per- 
taining to the three points of time is realised by each per- 
son in his own experience,—every person having such no- 
tions as ‘I shall know,’ ‘I know’ and ‘I have known.’ Hence 
it follows that he who is endowed with the said peculiar 
feature, to him belongs Recollection, and not to a mere Series 
of Sensations, apart from the Soul. 


[The Vartika has nothing to say on this Si, 40.] 


Bhasya on Si. (41). z 
[P. 178, L. 9 to P. 179, L. 20.] 


lt has been explained (under Si. 33) that ‘ Recollections 
do not appear simultaneously, because the causes of Recol- 
lections do not appear at one and the same time’ ;—and now the 
question urises— From what causes does Recollection 
arise P ” l 

The answer is that—Recollection arises— 

FROM SUCH CAUSES aS—(a) ATTENTION, (b) ASSOCIATION, 

(c) RETENTIVENESS, (¢) INDIOATIVE, (e) DISTINGUISHING 

FEATURE, (f) LIKENESS, (g) OWNERSHIP, (h) SUPPORTER, (i) 

SUPPORTED, (7) RELATIONSHIP, (¥) SEQUENCE, (l) SEPARA- 

TION, (M) CO-PROFESSION, (n) ENMITY, (0) SUPERIORITY, (p) 

ACQUISITION, ‘g) CoveR, (r) PLEASURE AND Pain, (8) De- 

SIRE AND AVERSION, (t) FEAR, (u) NEED, (V) PROFESSION, 

(w) AFFECTION, (œ; Merit anD (y\ Dewert. (St. 41). 

(a) Attention—the fixing of the Mind, with the desire to 
recollect something, and the pondering of the peculiarities of 
the thing desired to be recalled—is a cause of Recollection. 
—(b) Association—is either (l) the arranging of several 
things in a connected chain, things so connected bringing 
about the recollection of one another, either in the order in 
which they have been arranged, or in some other order; or 
(2) the fixing of things (in the plexuses of the Body) to 
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be remembered with those already known,—such connecting be- 
ing done with the help of the Science of Concentration (Yoga), 
—(c) Retentiveness—the faculty produced by the repeated 
cognition of like things; and this quality of Faculty, belonging 
to the Soul, is called * Retentiveness’; this also, like others, 
is a cause of Recollection.” —(d) /rdtcutive—this is of four kinds 
—(1) conjunct, (2) inherent, (3) co-inherent in one substratum, 
and (4) contradictory ; (1) e.g. smoke is the conjunct ‘indicative’ 

of Fire; (2) the horn is the inherent ‘indicative’ of the Bull ; 

(3) the hand is the co-inherent ‘ indicative’ of the feet ; and 

as also Colour of Touch; and (4) the non-material substance 

is the contradictory ‘indicative ’ of the material substance.— 

le) Distinguishing feature—as found ina living being—re- 

minds us of the race or family to which that being belongs,— 

in such forms as ‘this belongs to the race of the Vidas,’ ‘ this 

belongs to the family of the Gargas, and so forth.—(f) Like- 

ness—the likeness of. Dévadatta in the pictures reminds us 

of Dévadatta.—(g) Ownership—the master reminds us of the 

servant, and the servant of the master.—(h) Supporter—one 
isreminded bythe landlord of his tenants.—(i) Supported 
—the servant reminds one of the landlord.—(j) Relationship* 
—the pupil reminds one of the Teacher, and the Priest of 
the person at whose sacrificial performance he officiates.— 
(k) Seguence—as inthe case of a number of acts to be done one 
after the other (the preceding reminds us of the succeeding). 
—(1) Sepurution—when one is separated from a person and 
feels tho separation, he remembers him frequently,—(m) 
co-profession—one cutter reminds us of another cutter.— 
(n) Enmity—of two rivals the sight of one reminds us of the 
other.—(o) Supertority—reminds us of that which has produc- 
ed the superiority.—(p) Acquivttion—when one has either ac- 
quired a thing, or wishes to acquire it, he is frequently re- 
minded of it.—(q) Cover—when the sword is remembered 
by its scabbard.—(r) Pleasure and Pain—remind us of what 
causes them.—(s) Desire and Aversion—remind one of what 
is liked and what is disliked.—(t) Fear—reminds one of the 
geese lest a) Need—reminds one of what he needs, in 
pe of food or clothing.—(v) Profession—the chariot- 


Ya} g 2 99 9 z 
: Some sort of ‘Relationship’ is involved in all that is enumerated here. Hence 
ATETA 
Relationship” here stands for those. other than the ones specially enumerated.— 
Tatparya, i 
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z maker is recalled by the chariot.—(w) Affection—one fre. 
: quently remembers the woman whom he loves.—(x) Merit 

——reminds one of his previous births; and Merit also 
| enables one to retain what he reads and hears.—( y) Vemerti— 
| reminds one of the causes of pain suffered in the past. 


These several causes of Recollection are never cognised 


at the same time; hence no simultaneous Recollections are 
possible, 


; The Sūtra is merely suggestive of what causes Recollecs 
tion; it is by no means exhaustive," 


Vartika on St. (41). 
[P. 433, L. 5 to L. 12]. 


It has been pointed out that Recollections are not simul- 
taneous because the causes of Recollection do not appear at 
one and the same time. “ From what causes does Recol- 
lection arise ?” In answer to this the Sūtra (4!) enumerates 
the causes of Remembrance with a view to show that they 
cannot appear at one and the same time. 


From all that has been said above it follows that Appre- 
hension is nut eternal. 


End of Section (3). 


——__——_ 


a a 
© Thero are other causes also ; e.g Insanity tends to revive old memories— 
Patparya. 
. Nyaya Vol. IZL 307. 
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Section (4). 
[Stitras 42-45.] © 
APPREHENSION DISAPPEARS SOON AFTER APPEARANCE, 
Bhasya on Sù. (42). 
[P. 179, L. 20 to P. 189, L. 15.) 


Buddhi, Apprehension, having been proved to be non- 
eternal, it would follow that it vanishes soon arter appear- 
ance; and yet there are several non-eternal things* (e.g. the 
Jar) which continue to exist for a time more or less remote 
(from the time that they are produced) ;—hence there arises 
the doubt—Is Apprehension entirely evanescent (disappears 
ing soon after appearance), like Sound ?—or is it durable 
for some time longer, like the Jar? 


We accept the view that it is totally evanescent. 


“Why so?” 
Satra (42), 


BECAUSE THERE 1S APPREHENSION of Morton, WHICH 

183 FLEETING. 

Because there is apprehension of Motion which is fleeting 
(not durable).—In the case of the arrow shot from the bow 
we perceive a series of motions till the arrow drops down ; 
and since every cognition is restricted to a single object, it 
follows that, just as there is a series of (fleeting) mo- 
tions (in the arrow), so must there be also a series of 
corresponding cognitions. In the case of the apprehen- 
sion of (comparatively) durable things also, inasmuch 


2 The printed text as well as the Puri Mss. read ‘ xityandm’ ; but the sense 
requires ‘anityandm’; the Vartika has neither nityd@udm nor anityandm. The fact 
of nétya, eternal things, being such as continue to exist longer, can have no bear- 
ing upon Buddhi, after this has been proved to be non-eternal. The meaning clear- 
ly is—it haying been proved that Baddhi is non-eternal, this would naturally im- 
ply that it is fleeting, evanescent, disappearing soon after appearance ; and 
several non-eternal things are found to have longer duration ; hence the Doubt in 
regard to Buddhi, asto whether it is entirely evanescent or it has some duration. 


With the reading ‘ xityanam’ the only sense that can be deduced from the 
passage is as follows—‘If Buddhi is non-eternal, it should be entirely evanescent ; 
and if it is eternal, it should continue to exist; hence the doubt.’ 
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as we find that the perception ceases when the thing is hidden 
from view, [it follows that in this case also there isa series of 
several evanescent cognitions]; that is, when the Jar, which 
is durable, is perceived, we have a series of cognitions, until 
something comes between (the Jar and the Perceiver) ; it is 
for this reason that as soon as something happens to inter- 
vene, the perception of the Jar ceases. If Cognition were 
durable (not evanescent), then the perceptional cognition of 
the Jar should continue even if the Jar has been hidden 
from view [which however is not found to be the case, and 
hence it follows that there is a series of several evanescent 
cognitions]. The phenomenon of Recollection also does 
not* prove the durability of Cognitions; for what brings 
about Recollection is the Impression produced by the Cogni- 
tion (and not the Cognition itself). Some people have 
argued that— Cognition must be regarded as durable, 
because we find Recollection of things apprehended by the 
cognition,—and no such Recollection would be possible if 
its cause, in the shape of the corresponding cognition, wore 
non-eternal.” But the fact put forward is no proof 
(of the proposition set forth), “Why?” Because what 
brings about ‘the Recollection is, not the Cognition, but, 
the Impression produced by the Cognition; and this Im- 
pression is a quality entirely different from the Coguition. 


“ What is said cannot be accepted ; because no reason has 
been adduced in its support,” 


[The reason is this]—If Cognition were something durable, 
then the perception itself would continue Ifor a long time, 
and there would be no room for Recollection at all. ‘that 
is, so long as the original Perception would continue to 
exist, the object cognised would remain ‘perceptible, and 
while the Perception itself is there, no ‘ Recollection’ is 


possible. 


The Puri Mss, read smritiskcha liùgam, ‘Re-collection does prove;’ in 
that case buddhyavasthané should read as “buddhywyavasthing.’ But the reading 
of the printed text gives better sense. Things seen now are remembered after 
soveral days ; this might be regarded as indicating that the cognition of the thing 
has continued to exist during all these days. But the fact is that the cognition 
is not the immediate cause of Re-collection, which is directly produced by the 
Impression left by the cognition, 
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Vartika on St. (42). 
[P. 433, L. 13 to P, 485, L. 4.] 

Apprehension having been proved to be non-eternal, it 
would follow that itis totally evanescent ; and yet some (non- 
eternal) things are found to be enduring in their character; 
hence there arises the doubt—as to whether Apprehension 
is totally evanescent, like Sound, or it is durable, like the 


Jar. ‘Tho right view is that it is totally evanescent. 


« What is the exact moaning of the term ufpanndpavar- 
gini, (used in the Bhasya)?” 

“What it means is that it is destroyed more quickly than 
ordinary transient things; it does not mean that it is des- 
troyed immediately after it comes into existence. 


“ What is the reason (in support of the view that Appro- 
hension is evanescent)?” (The reasons are the following] 
—(A) ‘Apprehension is more fleeting in its character than 
other things,—becanse, while belonging to a definite commun: 
ity, and being perceptible by ordinary human beings like 
ourselves, it subsists in an all-pervading substance (Soul), 
—like Sound. ’—(B) And in support of the proposition that 
‘fresh cognitions appear at each moment,’ we have the reason 
—‘hbecause being an Instrument,* each Cognition illumines 
(renders perceptible) a distinct object ;—whatever is found to 
be an illuminator of an Individual object is always found to be 
fleeting in its character, —e.g. the Lamp ;—and as a matter of 
fact each individual Cognition illumines each individual thing 

from among such as are coming into existence and disappearing 


at every moment ;—hence Cognition algo must be fleeting in its ` 


character;—or (C) ‘ Apprehension is fleeting—because being 
a quality, it is perceptible by the internal organ of perception, 
—like Pleasure.’ 


= PEREA 3 z We E TEER 
Uognition is an ‘instrument’ in the bringing about of the notions of acquiring 


or getting vid of the thing cognised, 
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It is with a view to point out all these facts that we have 
the Sttra— Because there is apprehension of motion, which is 
fleeting. 

Question.— If the Cognition of fleeting objects is fleeting 
as the S&%ra implies)—then,* when such durablo things as 
the Jar and the like are’ perceived, is the cognition, then, 
darable, like the Jar ?—or is it even then only fleeting?” 

Answer—In the case of the cognition of durable things 
also, the Cognition must be regarded as fleeting, because 
there is cessation of Perception.—That is to say, when such 
durable things as the Jar and the like are perceived, then also 
Cognitions appearonly ina series.—‘ How is this known?” 
—Because the perception ceases when the thing is hidden 
from view; if, like the Jar, its Perception also were durable, 
then the Perception should have continued to exist even after 
the Jar becomes hidden from view. As a matter of fact 
however, the Perception is not found to continue to exist. 
Hence the conclusion is that Apprehension is not durable. 


‘ Inasmuch as there is Recollection, the Cognition must 
be durable. That is, if Cognition were fleeting, there could 
be no Recollection, for we never find Recollection appearing 
when there is diversity in the cognition; just as there is no 
Recollection of things cognised by other persons ;—and yet 
there does appear the Recollection of things ;—from which 
it follows that Cognition is durable.” 

This is not right ; for from the phenomenon of Recollee- 
tion itself it follows that Cognition is no! durable : If Cogni- 
tion were durable, there would be no room for Recollection ; 
for ‘ Recollection’ is the name of that re-coynition of things 
which is preceded by the cognition thereof, and which appears 
on the disappearance of that cognition ; as we find in the case 
of the Recollection in the form ‘I have seen this thing’; 
o< Avasthitam’ is the right reading ; not ‘buddhisthitam’. 
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and no such Recollection would be possible if tho criginal 
Perception itself lasted during all the time. Further, 
Recollection proceeds from something ; hence it cannot serve 
as a reason (for the durability of Cognitions). That is, the 
Recollection, that is regarded (by the Opponent) as indica- 
tive of, reason for, the durability of Coguitions, is not such 
an indicative at all; as it proceeds from something else; what 
does continue to exist is the Impression pro- 
aac 5: duced by the Cognition ; and it is from this 
Impression, through the help of such causes as Attention and 
the rest (enumerated in Si. 41), that Recollection proceeds 
(and not from the Cognition directly). 
« But there is no reason.” If you mean by this that— 
“ What is the reason for asserting that Recollection proceeds 
from Impression, and not from the enduring cognitions ?” 
—the answer is that the phenomenon of Recollection itself is 
the reason; i.e., if Cognition is lasting, there can be no Rec- 


ollection. 
Satra (48). 


[Objection] — Ir CuGNITION WERE BVANESOENT, THE 
PEROEPTION OF THINGS WOULD BE ALWAYS INDISTINOT ; JUST 
LIKE THE INDISTINCT PERCEPTION OF COLOUR DURING LIGHT: 
NING-FLASH. —(St, 43). 

Bhasya on Si. (43). 
[P. 180, Ll. 17-20,] 


= “Tf Cognition is evanescent, then the perception of all 
cognisable things should be indistinct; just as during light- 
ping-flash, the light ofthe flash being evanescent, the percep- 
tion of colour is indistinct. As a matter of fact, however, the 
perception of things is quite distinct. Hence the view (that 
*Cognitions are evanescent’) cannot be right.” 


Vartika on Su. (43). 
[P. 435, Ll. 8-10.) 
“ If Cognition were evanescent Sc. g§¢e.—says the Sätra. 
If Cognition is not lasting, the perception of every percepti: 
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ble thing should beindistinct; just as the Cognition of things 
illumined by a lightning-flash is always indistinct.” 


Sūtra (44). 
[Answer] —THE VERY REASON PUT FORWARD IMPLIES 
THE ADMISSION OF WHAT IS SOUGHT TO BE DENIED, 
(Si 44), 
Bhasya on Si. (44). 
[P. 181, Ll. to L. 21.) 


What is sought to be denied (by the Opponent) is that 
‘Cognition is evanescent’; and this is exactly what is admit- 
ted when he asserts (in St. 43) that “the cognition should be 
indistinct like the indistinct cognition of Colour during light- 
nivg-flash.” For if cognition is indistinct, it follows that it is 
also evanescent. 


As a matter of fact, the diversity in the character (dis- 
tinct or indistinct) of cognitions is due to the diverse nature of 
their causes, and not to any diversity in the cognition itself,® 
That is, the fact that Cognition is at one time distinct 
and at another indistinct, is.due to the diverse nature of the 
causes of Cognitions; so that where the cause of the cogni- 
tion ig evanescent, the cognition is indistinct, while where the 
cause is lasting, the cognition is distinct; and the said dis- 
tinctness or indistinctness is not due to the non-evanescence 
and evanescence (respectively) of Cognitions. ‘ Why ? Be- 
cause ‘Cognition’ is the apprehension of a thing, be it dis- 
tinct or indistinct, it is whatis called ‘cognition.’ What 
happens is that, when the special features of a thing are not 
perceived,—and only its general features are perceived,—then 
the cognition is distinct, so far as the cognition of these gene- 
ral features is concerned ;f and if a further cognition of 
E EEE 

© This has been printed as Sitra. But neither the Nydyasichinibandha, nor 
Vishvanatha, nor any Siitra—Ms. reads any such Stra. 

+ It appears better to read this passage as ATAU AAMT aU —the 
meaning ,being that ‘when general features are perceived and not the special 
features, the cognition is ‘indistinct.’ But in deference to the Va@rtia—and in view 
of the reading in all Mss.,—we have admitted the reading of the printed text, 
and translated it in accordance with the explanation of the Vartika. 
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something else (in the shape of the special features) does not 
appear, this is due to the absence of the necessary causes ; 
—on the other hand, when the thing is perceived, as along 
with its general features, and also as along with its spevial 
features,—then the cognition is clearly distinct ;—and 
where the special features being oper oeivad; the general 
features alone are perceived, tho cognition is¥ clearly indistinct 
—(but only so far as the special features are concerned]. In 
the present context, the presence of special features is clearly 
‘something else’ (visaydnfara) in comparison with the presence 
of general features ; and if there is no cognition of this ‘some- 
thing else,’ {and there is consequent indistinctness, this is 
due to the absence of the causes of that cognition,—and not 
to the evanescent character of the Cognition (as the Oppo- 
nent seems tu think). In fact a cognition that is quite in keep- 
ing with the character of its object is always distinc! ; so that 
each Cognition pertaining to its owe particular object, even 
the cognition of generalities, should be regarded as distinct, 
so far as its own particular object is concerned ; and similarly 
the cognition of peculiarities should be regarded as distinct, 
so far as its own object is concerned ; for the simple reason 
that each cognition pertains to its own particular object. So 
that when the Opponent brings forward (against us) the 
contingency of cognitions being indistinct,—what is that 
object of which the cognition would have to be indistinct, on 
account of the evanescence of cognitions ? 


Asa matter of fact, there being several features in. the 
object perceived, there arises a diversity in the cognitions (of 
that object); and it is to the presence or absence of such 
diversity that distinctness or indistinctness is due. That is, 
every object has two kinds of features, general and special, 
and in regard to each of these there are diverse cognitions ; 
if both these kinds of features are present (and perceived) 
in an object, then the cognition is distinct, so far as that 
object is concerned; if however only the general features 
are perceived, the cognition is indistinct, It is in this man- 
ner that we can explain the appearance of distinct and indis- 
tinct cognitions. 


ee 
"In place of agaga faf, read aqugufifiz, as in Puri, Ms. B. 
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Vartika on Sù. (44). 
[P. 485, Ix 10 to P, 436, L. 4] 
The very reason put forward $c. §c.=says the Sara. 


What has been urged by the Qpponent in Si. 45 is net 
right; as it involves self-contradiction. When he says— be» 
cause cognitions would be indistinct they should be regard- 
ed as lasting "he admits the evanescent character of cogni» 
tions, which is what he has set about to traverse; and since 
he admits it, he contradicts his own assertion that ¢ Cogni- 
tion is lasting.’ Further, the indistinctness of cognitions 
being due to other causes, it can not indicate their evanescence 
{hence it is not right to say that if cognitions are evanescent, 
the perception of things should be indistinct], Whether 
apprehension is distinct or indistinct is not due to the durability 
or evanescence of the Cognitions ; it is due to the difference in 
the causes of apprehension. Then again, what has been urged 
is an impossibility ; that is, as a matter of fact there is no 
such thing as an indistinct Cognition ;—why ?—because 
Cognition is nothing mote than the apprehension of the 
thing [Cognition per se being always distinct] $ cognition 
consists only in the apprehension of things; and this 
‘apprehension of things’ is twofold—one pertaining to the 
general features of the thing, and another pertaining to its 
special features. That which pertains to the general features 
is distinct, so. far as the general features are concerned; so 
also is that which pertains to the special features (distinct 
in so far as the special features are concerned) ; and so on 
“every cognition of a thing is distinct, so far as that thing is 
concerned. Thus then, when the Opponent brings forward the 
contingency of cognitions being indistinct,—sthat is that objest 
of which the cognition would have to be indistinct, on account 
of the evanescence of Cognilions? (Bhasya)s 
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« But this would go against the ordinary experience of 
men: If there are mo distinct and indistinct 


lar. p. 346. anc lo: a h ex- 
Var. p. 34 cognitions, then whence do: we have such ex 


i ER. ete 
pressions in ordinary usage as—‘ I perceive distinctly’ P 

There is no force in this; as the usage is capable of an- 
other explanation. In regard to things endowed wrth penou 
and special features, there is no distinctness OP indistinctness 
m the cognitions themselves; the cognition 13 Bearded as 
indistinct simply beeause the thing is cognised Caly in its 
general features, and the desire for perceiving its specia} 
features remains unfulfilled. 

Bhisya on Sā. (45). 
FP. 181, L. 21 to P. 182, En 5.} 


As a matter of fact also, mere evanescence either of the 
the cognition or of the evgnised object, does not necessarily 
make the apprehension indistinet [as the Purvapaksin asserts 
m Su. 43].* What has been urged is not f true — 


Stlra (45). 


Tre ssiD PERCEPTION WOULD Be HIKE THE DISTINEY 

PERCEPTION OF THE CONTINUOUS SEHIES OF LAMP-FL3MES.— 

SH. (45, ; 

Even if Cognition is evanescent, the perception of things 
must be regarded as distince!— why P—beeause it is like the 
perception of the continuous series of lamp-flamess i.e., wher 
the flames of a lamp appear in æ continuous geries, every one 
of the perceptions thereof is evanescent 7 as also is every one 
of the individual fames perceived ; and inasmuch as every 
perception pertams to its own individual object, there exist 
as many perceptions as there are flames; and yet in this 


case we find that the perception of each of these flames ig 
quite distinct. 


°In Su. 44, the author has met the Pirvap 
out to bim that his own statement 
following Sitra, he states his re 


akga by a sort of silencer, pointing 
admits what he seeks to demolish. Now, in tlie 
al arguinent against the ©pponent’s contention.. 


F Vishvanatha, and also: the Vartika take this na as part of the Stra. 
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Vartika on Su. (45). 
[P. 436, L. 4 to L. 11.] 


Further, the premiss (of the Opponent’s argument) is not 
true ; it is not quite true that whenever the cognition and the 
object cognised are evanescent, the perception is indistinct. 
What the Opponent alleges is not trae, as the said perception, 
elc., etc.—says the Sara. In the case of the Lanip-flames it 
is found that each individual flame appears in a continuous 
series—and thus there is evanescence of the cognised objects, 
as also of their cognitions; and yet the perception of them 
as ‘flames’ is quite distinct, and just as it happens in the 
ease of the Flames, so would it be in the case of other things 
also. 

Thus it is established that Apprehension is totally 
evanescent, 


End of Section (4). 


Section (5). 
[Sitras 46—55.] 
Apprehension is not a quality of the Body. 


Bhasya on Si. (46). 
[P. 182, L. 5 to L. 9.] 

Intelligence or Sentience would appear to be a quality of 
the Body, as it is found to be present when the Body is pres- 
ent, and absent when the Body is absent; but— 

AS A MATTER OF FACT, IN SUBSTANCES WE PERCEIVE 

THEIR OWN QUALITIES AS ALSO THE QUALITIES OF OTHERS 5 

SO THAT THE MATTER IS OPEN TO DOUBI.—(Sttra 46.) 

The mere fact of Intelligence being present when the 
Body is present leaves the matter doubtful; for in water we 
perceive Fluidity, which is its own quality, as also warmth, 
which is the quality of another substance (Fire). Hence 
when we perceive Intelligence in the Body, there arises a 
doubt as to whether the Intelligence perceived is the quality 
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of the Body itself, or it is the quality of some other 


bstance. 
ee Vartika on Siu. (46). 


FP. 436, L. 11 to P. 437, L. 4] 

Intelligence or Sentiexce would appear to bea quality of the 
Body,—as it is founu to be present when the Body is present, 
and absent when the Body is absent. When one thing is found 
to be present during the presence of another, and oont during 
its absence, then it is regarded as belonging to this other 
thing ; as we find im the ease of Colour &c. 

But the mere fact of Sentienee being present durimg the 
presence of the Body cannot prove that it is a quality of the 
Body ; because existence of one thing during the presence 
of another is possible also when one is the quality of some- 
thing totally different; e.g.—(a) Cognition, Disjunction and 
Faculty ave not the qualities of Motion, and yet these are 
present only when there is Motion, and absent when Motion 
is absent ;—(+) again Sownd appears only when Cognition, 
Disjunction and Sound are there, and yet it is not a quality 
of these. In fact that one is the quality of another is shown 
only by its being perceived in the latter ; i.e. when Colour 
&c., axe actually perceived as subsisting in a certain object, 
they are regarded as a quality of that object. Further, if 
one were to seek to deduce the fact of Sentience being a 
quality of the Body from the fact that it is present when the 

Body is present,—the premiss would be one that is not true 
Vär: P. 437, (not admitted) ; for all that can be said is that 

although Sentience is perceived, it is not per- 
ceived in the Body ; it is Open to doubt whether Sentience 
subsists in the Body, or in something else. Even admitting 
that Sentience is pereeived in the Body, it is doubtful wheth- 
er it 3s a quality of the Body or of something else; for as a 
matter of fact in substances we perceive, etc. etc.—says the 
Sutra ; the meaning of which is quite clear. 
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Bhasya on Si. (47). 
[P. 182 L. 10 to P. 183, L. 3.) 
[Yidddanta.] 


Sentience is not a quality of the Body. KAVVA DAR 
Because COLOUR ANb OTHER QUALITIES CONTINUE TO 
EXIST AS LONG AS THE Bopy exisis.—(Su. (47). 

As a matter of fact, the Body is never found to be with- 
out colour and such other qualities ; without Sentience, on the 
other hand, it is actually found (when itis dead, for in- 
stance); in the same manner as Water is found without 
warmth. Hence the conclusion is that Sentience is not a 
quality of the Body [just as warmth is not quality of water].* 


“ It may be like Faculty.” 


That cannot be; as there is no cessation of any cause 
(of Sentience). In the case of Faculty, it is found that 
when it ceases to exist in an object, (the Body, eg.) 
this object is not quite the same as what it was when the 
Faculty was presént; for as a matter of fact, Faculty 
ceases to appear in an object only when the objeet has 
become deprived of those factors (such as Propulsion 
and the like) that were conducive to the appearance of 
the Faculty ;—in the case in question on the other hand, 
when Sentience ceases to appear in the Body, the Body 
is exactly what if was when Sentience appeared in it 
[and there is no deprival of any factors, the only cause of Sen- 
tience, according to the Opponent, consisting in the Body 
itself, which is still intact], Hence (the case of Sentience 
not being analogous to that of Faculty) it is not right to 
urge, in answer to our argument, that “the absence of 
Sentience in the Body is like the absence of Faculty.” 

If (in order to escape from the said difficulty) it be held 
that the cause of Sentience in the Body is something else 
(and not the Body itself), then this cause could subsist either 


n Ml 


© The reason is formulated in the form of a Hypothetical Reasoning, by Vishva- 
natha.—‘ If Sentience were a quality of the Body, it would,like Colour &c., exist 
as long as the Body exists.” The Parishuddhi formulates it in the form ofa regu- 
Jar Inference : - ‘Sentience, &c., are not the quality of the Body,—because, like 
Sound, they do not exist as long as the substratum.’ Colour, in this case, being 
treated as an Instance per conira. 
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in the Body itself, orin some other Substance, orin both (the 
Body as well as another Substance). - And none of these can 
be maintained ; because there would be no reason for any 

restriction (such as the following’): (4) The 
I Pa WE cause of sentience subsisting in the Body itself, 
there would be no reason for any such restriction as that Senti- 
ence should appear therein at certain times, and not at others . 
—(b) the cause of sentience being in some other substance, 
there can be no reason for the restriction that while senti- 
ence appears in the Body, it does not appear in pieces of stone 
and such other things * ;—(c) if the cause of sentience subsists 
in both (Body andthe other substa nce), there can be no reason 
for the restriction that Sentience appears in the Body, and 
not in other substances that belong to the same category as 


that Body. 
Varlika on St, (47). 
[P. 457, L, 5 to P. 438, L. 4.] 

Sentience cannot be a quality of the Body,-—because Culour 
and other qualities continue to exist as long as the Body exists ; 
the Sura has cited the instance per contra (see Phasya); (the 
argument being)—the qualities that belong to the Body 
continue to exist as long as the Body exists,—e g. Colour and 
other qualities ;—Sentience however does not subsist as long 
as the Body lasts ;—hence Sentience cannot be a quality of 
the Body, An instance per similarity, we have in the form 
of the warmth of water. 


“It may be like Faculty.” If you mean by this that 
—“ Just as Faculty, while being a quality of the Body, does 
nob subsist as Jong as the Body lasis, so would Sentience 
also,”—then, our answer is that this is not right, as there is 
no cessation of the cause. Of the Faculty, the cause does not 
consist of the Body only; as a matter of fact, it is found to 
appear when there are such causes present as Propulsion and 
the like; so that it is only natural that Faculty should appear 


9 Puri Ms. B rightly reads a na after ‘lostadisvityatra.’ 
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in the Body when these causes are present, and should not 
appear when the causes have ceased to exist. No such appear- 
ance and non-appeaærance should be possible in the case (of 
Sentience) where the only eause (the Body) continues to 
exist. “But the cause of Sentience also may be (some- 
times) absent in the Body.” If you mean by this that 
—‘‘ Just as the cause of Faculty is (sometimes) absent, so 
may also the cause of Sentience be,” —this cannot be right, 
for none of the alternatives possib!e is admissible. The 
cause of the appearance of Sentience in the Body—does this 
cause subsist (a) in the Body ? or (b) in some other substance ? 
and if it subsists in the Body, does it subsist as long as the 
Body lasts? or is it occasional (due to some cause)? If it 
subsisted as long as as the Body lasts, then the Body should 
never be found without Sentience, the cause of Sentience 
being alwayspresent. If, on the other hand, it be occasional, 
then that which is the occasion or cause of 
the cause of Sentience should also be sent- 
jent. (b) If the cavise of Sentience subsists in some other 
substance, theu it behoves you to explain the reason why the 
cause subsisting in some other substance produces Sentience 
in the Body, aud not in anything else, Further, is the cause 
subsisting in the other substance eternal or non-eternal? Jf 


Var. P. 438. 


it is pon-eternal, is it durable for any length of time? or 
transient, lasting for a moment? All these questions would 
arise in regard to the cause, just as they do in regard to 
Sentience itself. 
Bhasya on Sã. (48). 
[P. 183, L. 4. to L. 8.] 


Some people might argue thus :—“ In the ease of the 
object possessed of the quality of dark colour (e.g. the un- 
baked Jar;, we find that there is cessation of that Colour 
(while the object continues to exist); and in the same manner 
there may be cessation of the quality of Sentience (while the 
Body, of which it is a quality, continues to exist).” 


Nyaya Fol. III. 321. 
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Satra (48). 
THIS HOWEVER IS NOT RIGHT ; BECAUSE (IN THE CASH 
of THE OBJECT CITED) THERE IS APPEARANCE OF ANOTHER 


COLOUR pus TO BAKING. (Sü. 48). | 
the case of the object cited (i.e. the Jar) there is nota 
total disappearance of all Colour; all that happens is that 


dark Colour having disappeared, another Colour, red, is 
ee eed by baking ;—in the case of the Body,’on the other 


hand, there 1s, at death, a total disappearance ot Sentience (and 
nothing appears in its place).* 
Vartika on Siu. (48). 

Some people argue that— Things are found to` possess 
the quality of Dark Colour,—and yet such colour does not 
continue to exist as long as those things last.” This 
however is not right; because there is appearance of another 
Colour due to baking—says the Sätra. When the other Colour 
appears (in the Jar), there is not a total destruction of the 
Dark Colour; the cessation of Sentience (in the dead Body) 
on the other hand, is absolute. 

Bhasya on Si. (49). 
(P. 183, L. $ to L. 14.] 


Jn 


Farther, 

INASMUCH AS QUALITIES PRODUCED BY HEAT ARE FOUND 

TO BE DUE TO THE PRESENCE OF COUNTER-ACTIVE FORCES, 

THE CRITICISM BASED UPON THE ANALOGY OF THESE CANNOT 

BE RIGHT, (SU. 49), 

As a matter of fact, qualities are found to be produced 
by heat in only such substance in which there are present 
forces counter-active (destructive) of the previous quality ; 
that this is so is shown by the fact that the qualities produced 
by heat are incompatible with the previous qualities. In the 


- Body, on the other hand, we do not find present any force 


counteractive of the quality of Sentience,—by reason of the 
presence whereof there could appear any new quality in- 


© Vishvanatha takes this Sūtra as coming from the Opponent ; the meaning 


_being—"'The Siddhanta view is not right ; as we find new colours produced (and 


old ones destroyed) by heat, while yet the substance remains the same.” 
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compatible with the (previous) quality of Sentiences and it is 
only from the appearance of such new quality that the counter- 
action (destruction) of Sentience (and hence the impossibility 
of its continuing as long as the Body lasts) could be inferred. 
Thus there being nothing to counteract the quality of 
Sentience, itshould continue in the Body as long as the Body 
lasts (if it isa quality of the Body). As a matter of fact 
however, it does not so continue to exist. Hence the conclu- 
sion is that Sentienco is not a quality of the Body. 


Vartike on Su. (49). 
[P. 438, L. 2 to L. 17}, 

For the following reason also (Sentience cannot be a 
quality of the Body)—Inasmuch us qualities produced by heat 
ete. elc.— says the Safra. It is only when there is destruc- 
tion of the previous quality ofa substance that there appears in 
it another quality incompatible with the former, eg., the 


~ Red Color appears (in the Jar) only after the destruction of the 


previous Quality of Dark Colour. In the Body however we do 
not find appearing any new quality, contrary to {incompatis 
ble with) the quality of Seutience ;- all that is found is that 
there is total cessation of Sentience. You might assert that 
—“ In the Body also there does appear the new quality ef 
insentience.” But that would not be right; for the exact 
nature of such a quality cannot be determined $: the quality 
of ‘insentience’ that you speak of—is it some positive 
quality contrary to sentience P or is it a mere negation of. sons 
tience ? If it were the former, then it could be so recognis- 
ed [which it is not];—if, on the other hand, it isa mere 
negation of sentience, then it cannot be regarded as a quality 
(appearing in the Body, in place of sentience). 
Bhasya on Si. (50). 
[P. 188, L, 14 to P. 184, L. 1.] 
Kor the following reason also Sentience cannot be a qua- 
lity of the Body :— 
Nyīua Fol. 111, 323 
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Satra (50). 


BECAUSE IT PERVADES OVER THE ENTIRE Bopy.* 
) Sa. (50). 


or of fact, like the Body, all its component parts 
also are pervaded by the appearance of Sentience ; and there 
isnot a single part of the Body where Sentiencs does not 
appear ; and under the circumstances, if Sentience belonged 
to the Body, this would mean that, like the Body, all its 
component parts are sentient, and hence 1m each single per- 
son there would be several sentient beings! So that, just 
as the restriction in regard to Pleasure, Pain and Cognition 
{that the pleasure appearing in Devadatta's body is felt by 
him alone, and not by Yajfiadatta and so forth} is Indica- 
tive of the fact that there are several sentient beings,—one to 
each individual body,—so would it also be in regard to the 
single body [every component part of which being endowed 
with sentience, ib would follow that there 18 restriction as to 
the Pleasure, &c., of each such part; 80 that the pleasure 
appearing in one part of the Body would be felt by that part 
alone, and not by any other part of that same Body}. As 
a matter of fact however, no such thing actually happens. 
Hence we conclude that Sentience is not a quality of the 
Body. 


As a matt 


Vartika on Sh, (50). 
[P. 438, L. 19 to P. 439, L. 4}. 

For the following reason also Seatience cannot be 8a 
quality of the Body,—decausa it pervades etc. etc.—says the 
Saira. Like the Body, the component parts of the Body 
also aré pervaded by the appearence of Sentience. ‘ What 
is the meaning of this peroasion?” It 
means that no part of the Body is without 


Var. P. 439. 


* Avcording to the Purishu2dhi, this Sūtra coutains the following argu- 
ment :—‘Sentience cannot baa specific quality of the Body —because it is 4 
quality that pervades over the whole of its substratam,—like Sound.’ It 
goes on toremark,—This moaning of the Sūtra was so clear and patent that 
the Bhisyakdra did not think it necessary to mention it, and he put down 
ouly that interpretation of it whereby it bacaute connected with, and introduetory 
to; the folowing Satras,’ 
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theory) all parts of tho Body would -be equally capable of 
producing Sentience; so that like the Body, these parts also 
would be so many Sentient beings. “Yes, we grant 
that the parts of the Body are sentient.” That cannot be; 
that would lead to a restriction of cognitions ; that is, if like the 
Body, all its component parts were so many distinct sentient 
beings, then there would be a restriction as to their cogni- 
tions [the cognition appearing in one part of the Body would 
have no connection with another part]. 


Bhasya on Si. (51). 
[P. 184, L. 1 to L. 5}. 


[ Objection] —“ It has been said that ‘there is no part of 
the body where sentienco does not appear ;’ but— 


“THIS IS NOT RIGHT f; FOR IT I3 NOT FOUND IN 800E 
PARTS OF THE BODY AS HAIRS AND NAILS. (SW. 5l). 


“ In hairs and in nails we do not faa any sentience appears 
ing; so that it is notright to say that it pervades over 
the entire hody.” 

Vartika on Sit. (51). 
{P. 439, L. 5.] 

* The parts of the Body cannot be regarded as sentient, 
for no sentience is found in the hairs and in the nails. This 
Sūtra is meant to'be the statement of an example (against the 
Siddhantin’s argument).”” 

Sutra (52). 
[ Answer]—Inasmucd 48 THE BODY EXTENDS ONLY 

80 FAR A8 THB SKIN, THERE IS NO POSSIBILITY OF SEN- 

TIENCE APPBABING IN SUON THINGS AS Hates anD Nars. 

Sū. 52). 
eee) Bhasya on Si. (52). 
[P. 184, L. 7 to L. 9.] 


‘Body’ has been defined as ‘the substratum of Sense- 
organs;’ so thatthe Body, which is the receptacle of life, 


+ The na, appearing in the printed text as part of the Bhasya, shauld form 
part of the Satra ; such baing the reading of all Sätra texts. 
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mind, pleasure, pain and cognition, can be regarded as ex- 
tending only up to the skin: hence it 1s natural that no 
Sentience would appear in the Hairs and Nails. The pre 
sence of such things 8s Nails and Hairs in the Body is due 
to the action of certain things fand they do not form constitu- 
ent parts of the Body}. 

Vartika on Sw. (52). 

fp. $39, Ll. 8—9.} | 

Inasmuch as ĝe. §c.—says the S#ra. Hairs and Nails 

are things that are only in contact with the Body, and not 


sts constituent parts. Hence there is no possibility (of sen- 


tience appearing in them}. 
Bhāsya on Sā. (53). 
[P. 184, L. 9 to L. 13.} 

For the following reason also Sentience cannot bea 
quality of the Body :— 
Salva (53). 

BECAUSE IT DIFFERS IN CHARACTER FROM TAE QUALI- 
TIES OF THE Bopy— (Sù. 53). 

Qualities belonging to the Body are of two kinds— (1) Im- 
perceptible, 72.y, Gravity, and (2) Perceptible by the senses, 
e.g. Colour, &c. Sentience is a quality of a totally different 
kind from the said qualities: It cannot be regarded as im- 
perceptible, because it is capable of being sensed (felt) by itself; 
nor can it be regarded as perceptible by the senses, because it 
is cognisable by the Mind.* From this it follows that Sen- 
tience is the quality of a substance totally different from 
the Body. 

Vartika on Sā. (58). 
FP. 439, Ll, 12—14. 
oe ay Foro } 

Qualities of the twe are of body kinds—(1} Some are per- 
ceptible by the external Sense-organs, e.g. Colour, &c., and 
(2) some are beyond the senses, e.g. Gravity. Sentience is a 
quality of a totally different kind; it cannot be regarded as 
neu meade ac G3 10 CADNOR DO Tegan 


“The correct order appears tin the Vdrtika—see below. The right read- 


ig wonldappear tobe amum aiaa Aann aAA. 
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perceptible by the ecternal sense-crgans, because it is self-appre- 
hended; nor can it be regarded as beyond the senses, because 
it is actually; perceived by means of the Mind. 

From all this it follows that Sentience cannot be a quality 
of the Body. 

- Stitra (54). 

[Objection] —“ WHAT 1s URGED 18 NOT RIGHT; AS 
THERE 1S DIFFERENCE IN CHARACTER AMONG COLOUR AND 
OTHER QUALITIES (BELONGING To THE Booy).” (St. 54). 

Bhasya on St. (54). 
| P. 184, Ll. 15—16.] 

“ Just as, even though differing in character from one 
another, Colour and the other qualities do not cease to be 
qualities of the Body,—in the same manner, Sentience also, 
though differing in character from Colour and the other 
qualities, need not cease to be a quality of the Body.” 

Vartika on Sù. (54). 
[P. 439, Ll. 24—18°} 

“Colour &c., though differing from one another, yet 
remain qualities of the Body; similarly Sentience, though 
differing from Colour, could still remain a quality of the 
Body.” 

Sūtra (55). 

[ Answer]—INasMUCH AS COLOUR AND THE OTHER 
QUALITIES (of the Bopy) ARE PEROEPTIBLE BY THE SENSES, 
‘SPHERE IS NO INCONGRUITY IN THESE (BELONGING TO THE 
Bopy). (Sw. 55). 

Bhasya on Sù. (55): 
[P. 184, L. 18 to P. 185, L. 2.) 


ible’—(this should bə 

c Also because they are not perceptible (this c 
a 6 iho Sūtra); [the meaning of the Sūtra being} 
Colour &c., though differing among themselves, yet do not 
‘go beyond the liraits of the two kinds (mentioned under Su. 
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58); and Sentience also, differing from Colour &c., should 
fall within the limits of these two kinds, if it were really a 
quality of the Body ;—asa matter of fact, however, Sentience 


is found (as shown under SG. 5%) to lie beyond the limits 
of the said two kinds;—hence it follows that Sentience 


caunot be a quality of the Body. 

Though the fact of Sentience not balonging to the Body 
has already been established by what has been said above 
(in Section 8) in regard to Cognition not belonging to 
Material Substances, or Sense-organs, or Mind,—yet it has 
been dealt with over again (in the present section), for the 
purpose of stating additional arguments (such as, pertain to. 
the Body specifically) ; specially because the more is’ truth 
investigated the more fully established it becomes. 


Vartika on Si. (55). 


Inasmuch as Colour 0, §v.—says the Sé/ra. What the 
Sūtra points out is the fact that the Qualities of the Body 
fall under two heads. In regard to the difference among 
Colour &c., there is not possible either any universal affirma- 
_ tion [such as ‘all that differ from one another in being gesta- 
ted or smelt &c. &c. must belong to the Body `], or any univer- 
sal negation [such as ‘all that differ from one another in being 
gestated or smelt &c., cannot belong to the Body ’ |; hence 
among these there is mere ‘difference of character’ ; and thus 
thore is no premiss—either universal affirmative or universal 
_ negative—that could prove that Sentience is a quality of 
the Body. Hence the analogy put forward (in Su. 54) does 
not hold good. 


The reasons that we can deduce from what is said in the 
present section are the following :—(a) ‘ Sentience cannot 
be a quality of the Body,—because while there appears no 
other cause, and there does not appear any other contrary 
quality, it does not continue to exist as long as the Body 
lasts,—just like the warmth of water.’ —Tho fact of Senti- 
ence pervading the entire body (put forward in Su. 50) is 
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not an argument (in support of the conclusion that * Senti- 
ence does not belong to the Body’); it has been put forward 
only with a view to point out that the theory that Sentience 
belongs: to the body involves the incongruity. of having to 
admit the presence of several sentient beings in the same 
body. (b) ‘ Sentience cannot be a quality of the Body 
~ because it is not perceptible by means of an external oigan 
—like Pleasure &c.’ 


“ What is dealt with in this Section has already been 
fully dealt with before ; why should it have been introduced 
again ?” - 

P ie V 
It has been re-introduced, because the moni truth invest- 
tgated the more fully established it becomes. 


End of Section (5). 


Section (6). 
[Sutras 56—59.] 
Treating of the Mind. 


Bhasya on Si. (56). 
[P. 185, L. 2 to L. 9.] 

The character of Apprehension having been examined, 
it is now the turn of Mind to be examined ; and the question 
arising—Is there only one Mind in each body, or several ?* 
—(the answer is] 

Tue MIND MUST BE ONE ONLY ; SINCE THERE IS NON- 
SIMDLTANEITY OF Coanitions. (St. 56). 


» Jt has been explained in Si, 1-1-16 that ‘the non-simultaneity of Cogni- 
tions is the indicative of Mind ;’ this would be true, if there were several Minds 
in a body, or if the Mind were of large dimensions. ‘The present enquiry is under- 
purpose of finding out gome means of concentrating the Mind ; 


taken for the 
only one Mind ; if 


attempts at concentration could be fruitful only if there were 


there were several Minde, there need be no attempt at concentration ; no abstrac- 


-tion of the Mind or Meditation would be possible. 
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There are two kinds of ‘ non-simultaneity of cognitions’ 
—(1) the non-simultaneity of several cognitions produced 
through the same Sense-organ, and (2) the non-simultaneity 
of cognitions of several things produced though several 
Sense-organs. Of these two tbe former 1s not what is spoken 
of as indicating the singleness of the Mind,—this ‘ non- 

 gimultaneity’ being due to the fact that one Instrument 
(such as Sense-organs are) can, by its veny ES) accom plish 
only one thing at a time ;— 1t 1s the latter non-simultaneity 
of the cognitions of several things through several Sense- 
organs that is regarded as indicating the singleness of 
Mind. “How does that non-simultaneity indicate the 
singleness of Mind?” If there were several Minds, it 
would be possible for several Sense-organs to be in contact 
with several Minds simultaneously; whereby there should be 
several cognitions appearing (through these contacts) at one 
and the same time;—but this never happens;—hence the 
conclusion is that, inasmuch as cognitions of things appear 
only one after another—and never simultaneousiy—there 
is a single Mind (in one body). 

Varlika on Si. (56). 
fp. 440, D. 9 to L. 17.] 


Apprehension has been duly examined ; it is now the turn 
of the Mind, which we proceed to examine; and the question 
arising—Is there only one Mind to each Body; or there are 
several Minds P—the answer is—The Mind must be one only 
C., ge. It is a patent fact that Cognitions appear only 
one after another; and this fact proves the singleness of 
Mind. “How?” If there were several Minds, it would 
be possible for each of the several sense-organs to be in 
contact with the Mind simultaneously ; and as several objects 
may be lying near, it would be possible for the several cog- 


nitions of these several objects to appear at one and the same 
time. 


_ That ‘non-simultaneity of cognitions, which is found in 
the case of the cognitions of several things by means of one 
Sense-or'gan, is not what is regarded as indicating the single- 
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ness of the Mind; because that < non-simultaneity’ is due to 
| 
| 
| 
/ 


another cause, in the shape 

(which canaccomplish only 

Sense-vrean is an instrament). 
Sufra (57). 

(Objection|— WHAT was BEEN ASSERTED is Not 
RIGHT; FOR AS A MATTER OF FACT WE DO PEROEIVE 
SEVERAL AOTIONS (COGNITIONS) ACTUALLY APPEARING SIMUD- 
TANEOUSLY.’ —(SG. 57), 
| Biāsya on Sā. (57). 
| [P. 185, Ll. 11—14.] 

“(When the pupil perceives his Teacher going in the 
forest] he has the following notions, —‘ this Teacher reads” 
| walks—holds the water-pet—looks at the path—hears the 
sounds proceeding from the forest—becomes frightened—keeps 
on the lookout for signs of serpents or tigers—remembers the 
place of destination*’ ;—he does aot notice any order of 
\ sequence among these cognitions; so that all these may be 


regarded as appearing simultaneously ;—and hence it fols. 
lows that there are several Minds.” 


Vartika on Sa. (57). 
What has been asserted is wot right, etc. efc.=says the 
Sūtra. The rest is clear in the Bhasya. 
| Sutra (58). 
[Answer]—THE SAD PERCEPTION 1S LIKE THE PER- 
CEPTION OF THE FIRE-CIRCLE; AND IS DU 10 THU RAPIDITY 


other causes ; that is, it is due to 
of the nature of the ‘Instrument? 
one thing ata time; and the 


or motion—(St. 53). 
Bhasya on Sü. (58). 
[P. 185, L. 16 to P. 186, L. 9.] 
In the case of the whirling fire-brand, even though there 
is sequence among the several perceptions of the fire, yet it 


a is not perceived, by reason of the extreme rapidity of mos 
tion ; and the sequence not being perceived, there arises the 


el 


j ° The Tātparya adopts the reading SRTA and explains it as eyTqaq. 
L The right reading appears to be that found in the Puri Ms. B. RJA. 
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idea of the continnity (of fire in revolution), which gives 
rise to the notion that there is a single circle of fire ;—simi- 
larly in the case of cognitions also, Sequence, oven though 
present, fails to be perceived by reason of the rapic iy of the 
cognitions or actions ; and the Seqnenee failing to be per- 
ceived, there arises the notion that the actions (or cogni- 
tions) appear simultaneously, = 
“But is the notion of the simultaneity of cognitions 
due to the non-perception of sequenco in them ? Or, is the 
perception of simultaneity dne to the actual existence of 
simultaneity ?— You do not show any eunse for accepting the 
one or the other view im preference to the other: [so that 
the matter must be epen to donbt).” 
We have already explained that cognitions of several 
things, due to the action of the sense-organs, appear one after 
“the other; and this cannot be denied, being directly per- 
“ceptible by each man for himself. Further, whenever we 
think of a number of thmgs seen oF heard before, our. 
ideas of them always appear one after the other, and never 
simultaneously, avd from this also we can infer (that the 
cognitions in the casecited in Si. 57 are not simultaneous). 
In the case of the cognitions of syllables, words and sen- 
tences, and those of their meanings, sequence fails to be per- 
ceived by reason of rapidity. “How so?” [As a mat- 
ter of fact the phenomenon involves the following process] 
when the several syllables composing a sentence are pro~ 
nounced, there appears one auditory pereeption in connec- 
tion with each one of those syllables,—then the hearer recog- 
nises: one or several syllables as forming a word,—haviug 
recognised the word, he ponders overit,—by this pondering 
he recalls the meaning of that word,—ponders over a num- 
ber of words as coustituting one sentence,—h-ving cognised 
the meanings of the words as syntactically connected, he re- 
eognises the meaning of the sentence.— Eventhough there are 
so many cognitions involved (in the process of our comprehen- 
ston.of the meaning of a sentence}, yet by reason of the rapid- 
ity with which they appear, their sequence fails to be per- 
ceived. ‘This example explains the ordinary notion of simul- 
taneity that people have in regard to Cognitions. 
_ [While the above facts cannot be gainsaid by either 
party],—in support of the contrary view—that Cognitions do 
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sctually appear simultaneously, there is no instance which is 
free from doubt (and admitted by both parties), on the 
strength of which it could be inferred that there are several 
Minds in a body. 
Vartika on Sù. (52). 
[P. 440, L. 19 to P. 441, L. 5]. 

The following Sūtra supplies the answer to the foregoing 
Sūtra: The said perception etc. elc.—says 
the Sūtra. Just as in the whirling fire- 
brand, the sequence, even though present, is not perceived, — 


War. P. 441. 


go also in the case of cognitions, the sequence, even though 
present, is not perceived, by reason of rapidity. ‘There is 
no instance, admitted by both parties, of the simultaneous 
appearance of several cognitions,—on the strergth whereof 


wo could admit that there are several Minds. 
Satra (59). 
FOR REASONS ALREADY MENTIONED, THE Mino 
MUST BE ATOMIC, (Sa. -59). 
Bhasya on Sa. (59). 
[P. 186, Ll. 11—12]. 

That Mind is atomic, and that it is onea—both these pro- 
perties of the Mind follow from the non-suinultaneity of Cog- 
nitions, Ifthe Mind were something large, thon it would 
be possible for it to be in contact with several sense- 
organs at one and the same time; and this should give rise 
to several Cognitions simultaneously. 

Vartika on Sa. (59). 
[P. 441, Ll. 7—8]. 

For reasons etc. —says the Sūtra. hat the Mind is ato- 
mic is to be deduced from those same reasons that have been 
put forward in support of the view that it is one only. 


Bad of Secti-n (6). 
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Section (7). 
[Sttras 60—72,] 
The Body is formed under the Influence 
of the Unseen Force (of Destiny). 


Bhasya on Sa. (60). 
FP. 186, L. 12 to P. 187, E. 9. 


* The Mind, along with the Sense-organs, is found te 
eperate only within the Rody, never outside the Body ; of 
the cognising person also, all experienzing of objects, consist- 
ing of apprehension &c, is found to occur only in the 
Body ; so also his acquiring of the desired and abandoning 
of the undesired thing,—and all other operations earried on 
by man. Withregard tothe Body, thereisa diversity of opinion, 
which gives ie to the following doubt:—Is the formation 
ef the man’s Body due to his ‘Karman, or, is it 


9 Since the Mind operates only in the Body, it is only right that the exact 
nature of the Body should be examined after the character of the Mind has been 
discussed,—says the Vértik, Aur examination of the Mind requires an examina- 
tion of its receptacle, Body, also—the Tatgarya adds. 


The use of the present enquiry consists in the determining the relation of æ 
particular Souk with a particular Body, and the birth and Final Release of that 
Soul, as also what is called “Death.” If we can prove that the connection of the 
Soul with the Body is due to the past deeds of that Soul; al? these phenomena 
become explained; thus alone is use found' for the laws relating to the duties of 
the several castes and conditions of man. Thus it is that all thet has gone before 
in the Nyayasiitra becomes justified—Parishuddhi. 


Man’s experiences occur in the. Body ; the Mind, like all Sense-organs, 
functions in the Body ; and these facts can be explained only on the basis of 
Man’s body being due to his past deeds, Hence: the necessity of the present 
enquiry. It would seem that the proper occasion for this investigation was the 
Section that dealt with the Body itself. But it comes in more naturally in 
connection with the Mind, which is the: prineipal instrument of all man's pleasure, 
pain &o. . . . . Some people think that the Body of the child is due tothe 
Karman, not of the chitd itself, but of the Father. But this is not right ; because 
the Body. of man must be the product of the acts of that person, who regards 


that Body as himself, and acts for the experiences obtained through and in that 
Body.—Vardhamana. 
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the product of the material substances, independent of any 
Karman P We hear several Opinions expressed on this 
point, The truth on this point is as follows :— 


Sutra (60). 
1 
Tae Formation or tue Bopy 18 pup TO THE PERSIST- 
ENCE OF THE EPFECY OF PREVIOUS ACTS,—Sq. (60). 


The term < purvakritam, ‘previous, 
deeds, or actions in the shape of the « Activity of Speech, 
Cognition and Body,’ that were done (by the person) in his 
previous body ;—the ‘effect’ of the said ‘acts’ consists of 
Merit and Demerit produced by them ;—the ‘anubandha,’ ‘per- 
sistente,’ of that ‘ effect,’ means the continuing of it as subsist- 
ing in the Sounl;—and theformation of the Body is out 
of the material substances as operated upon by the said 
re aero “persistence of Meritd Demerit? and not 

ont of the material substances by themselves. 
That particular Body belongs to a Soul subsisting in which 
the Soul regards itas I,’ attached to which and desiring 
experiences in which that Soul obtains the various kinds of 
objects and acquires (brings about) Merit and Demerit; 
and when this Body falls off (on deah), another is brougyt 
into existence by the force of the ‘ FBgaculty’ in the shape 
of the said ‘Merit and Demerit’ along with (and operating 
upon) the material substances; when this second body has 
come into existence, there go on again actions for the 
fulfilment of the man’s purposes, just as in the previous 
body ; and the man’s activities go on as in the previous body. 
All this phenomenon is possible only on the basis of the 
assumption that the production of the Body is out of the 
mateyjal substances as operated upon by the Soul’s acts. In 
the case of such objects as the chariot and the like, we find 
that being intended for the accomplishment of man’s purpose, 
they are brought into existence out of such matter ` sub- 
stances as are operated upon by man’s quality in the shape 
of Effort; and on the analogy of this we can infer that the 
Body, being meant to accomplish the man’s purposes, comes 
into existence out of such material substances as are operat- 
ed upon by some qualities belonging to the man (such for 
instance as his Merit and Demerit). 


stands for those 
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Vartika on St. (69) 
[P. 441, L. S to P. 442, L. 20.] 

The Mind along with the Sense-organs, operates in the 
Body ;* so that when we discuss the nature of the Body, it 
may be regarded as the discussion of Mind; hence wwe 
proceed with the discussion of the Body ; the quostion being 
—Is the production of the Body brought about by material 
substances independently of the * Karman’ of to Soul, or 
is it brought about by them, as influenced by this Karman? 
This doubt arises on account cf the difference of opinion 
on the point; we have heard of diverse opinions expressed 
about it. 

The truth is that—The formation of the Rody &e. go. 
—says the Sutra. The term ‘previous acts’ stunds for thosa 
actions, in the shape of the activity of Speech, ognition and 
Body, that were done by the person in his previons Body ;—the 
‘effect’ of the suid acts consists of Merit and Demerit produced 
by them—the ‘ anubandha’ ‘persistence’ of that ‘effect’ means 
the continuing of it as subsisting in the Soul. That there are such 
effects as ‘Merit and Demerit’ is sbown by the fact that 
the time of fruition (appearance: of the results} of man’s 
acts: is not fixed; that is, it is not certain whether the effects 
of a man’s acts will accrue to. him during the present life or 
in another world, and in another birth. When the material 
_.. Substances are influenced by the said Merit and Demerit, 

they bring about the Body, which is not brought abdtit by 

the material substances by themselves. i 

How is it that Karman, which is called ‘ Merit and 
Demerit,? does not bring about its effect at 
the same time as (i.e. immediately after) 


Var. P. 442. 


itself Pp” 


© Both edition reads Qfeaqaae | by which the mearing would be ‘the Mind 
functions in the Body which is eqrippeg with the Sense-organs’. The Bhasy 
and the Tatparya both have akrar? l hence we have adopted this reading. 
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Who says that it does not bring about its effect? All 
that we mean is that the time of fruition is uncertain: When 
all the various causes bearing upon the thing are present, 
aud while present they are not obstructed in any way, then 
certainly the act does bring about its effect immediately 
after itself; and in cases where the action does not bring 
about the effect immediately, this is due to the obstruction 
caused by the peculiar circumstances attending the Karmic 
residuum that is undergoing fruition; that is, a present act 
fails to bring about its effect immediately, because it is 
obstructed by that Karmic residuum of the man which is 
undergoing fruition,—i.e, that Dharma and Adharma 
whose effects have not been already experienced ;—or the 
non-appearance of the effects of actions atall times may some- 
times be due to the obstruction caused by the fructifyiniy 
Karmic residuum of other living b. ings, whose experiences 
are akin to those in question ;—or again, the non-appearance 
of the effects may be due to the acts being obstructed by 
the acts of those other living beings who would bo sharers in 
the ‘Karman’ of the man in question ;*—or because such aux- 
iliary causes as Merit and Demerit are not present at the 
time ;—or Merit and Demerit do not bring about ,their effect 
at all times, as theauxiliary causes themselves are obstructed by 
the acts of other living beings. In fact this process of 
‘Karman’ is incomprebensible, and it cannot be previously 
determined by human beings; what we have been pointing 
is only by way of illustration. 


What is the reason in support of the Proposition that 
it is only such material substances as are influenced by 
Karman and not those that are not so influenced, —that 
bring about the Body ?” 


° E.g., the effect of the good acts ofa man are are apt to be nulllfied by the 
evil deeds of his wife or son. 
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We state the reason as follows:—(A\‘The Body tust 
be the product of such material substances as are influenc. 
ed by a specific quality of the Soul because while 
being a product, it is capable of fulfilling pes Soul’s 
purpose—all that is capable of fulfilling BHO Soul’s pur- 
pose is found to be the product of such material substances 
as are influenced by the specific quality of the Soul,—- 
e.g. the Chariot which is capable of fulfilling a man’s purposes, 
is found to the product of substances influenced by the 
specific quality of the Man, in the shape of his effort,—the 
Body is also found to be just such;—hence the Body must 
be the product of substances influenced by something else.’ 
Or (B) ‘Because ibis the source of pleasure and pain, like 
theJar and such things’;—(C) ‘because it is a product, 
like the Chariot &.’;—and (D) ‘because while being percep- 
tible by an external organ of perception, it is endowed with. 
Colour and such other qualities, like the Jar.’ [For these 
several reasons the Body must be the product of substances 
influenced by the Merit and Demerit of the Man]. 


Bhasya on St. (61). 
[P. 187, L, 9 to L. 13. 
On this point the Atheist argues as follows :— 
Sutra (61). 


“ Tae FORMATION oF THE BODY our oF MATERIAL SUB- 
STANOES IS EXACTLY LIKE TAG PRODUCTION OF MATE- 
RIAL BODIES OUT OF MATERIAL SUBSTANCES.” Si. (61), 


“ From out of material substances themselyes—independ- 
ently of ‘Karman’—are produced material bodies, in the 


Shape of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment and Soot; and 


they are taken up (by men) on account of their being capa- 
ble of accomplishing the purposes of man. In the same 
manner the Body, being produced out of material substances 
independently of man’s ' Karman,’ would be taken up by him, 
offaccount of its being conducive to his purposes,” 
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Vartika on Su. (61). 
[P. 442, L. 21 to P. 443, L. 5.] 

On this point the Atheist argues as follows :—“ The 
formation of ‘the Body etc. ete.—From out of material 
substances themseloes—independently of Karma—are produced 
material bodies, in the shape of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpi- 
ment and Soot, and are taken up on account of their being 
capable of accomplishing the purposes of man, and the Body 
also would be similarly produced. This Sira is meant to 
point out the invalidity of the premiss—‘ because the Body is 
conducive to man’s purpose ’—(which has been put forward 
by the Siddhantin in the Vartika, p. 442, Ll. 16—16),” 

Sutra (62) . 
Tuts CANNOT BE ACOEPTED ; BECAUSE WHAT IS URGED Is 
STILL TO BE PROVED— (SÑ. 62). 
Bhasya on Su. (62). 

Just as it is still to be proved that ‘the formation of the 
Body is independent of Karman,’ so is it still to be proved that 
“the production of Sands, Pebbles, Stones, Orpiment, Soot 


and such things is independent of Karman’ ; so that being itself 


still to be proved, the said premiss cannot serve as a valid 
reason, 


Varttka on Si, (62). 
[P. 443, L. 5 to L. 13), 

If what is urged in Sā. 61 is meant to bea reason (put 
forward as ‘proof of the conclusion that ‘the Body is proa 
duced independently of Karman’), then, it cannot be admitted 
as a valid reason, being, as it is a mere statement of an ex- 
ample. If, on the other hand, the reasoning is meant to be 
—‘material substances, independently of Karman, bring about 
the Body,—because they are capable of accomplishing man’s 
purpose,—like Sand &c.’,—then, this cannot be accepted be- 
cause what is urged is still to be proved. Justas it is still to 
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be proved that the Body is produced out of material sube 
stances, irrespectively of Karman, so is it still to be proved 
that the production of Sand &c. is independent of Karman (Des- 
tiny). In fact, that the production of Sand &c. also is due to 
‘Karman’ is proved by the same reason (of this being conduc- 
ive to man’s purposes). And in support of this conclusion we 
have the instance, admitted by both parties, of the Chariot 
which is found to be produced out of substances influenced 
by a specific quality of man; and there is no such instance 
available in support of the conclusion that the production of 
anything is independent of Karman. 


Bhisys on So. (63). 
(P. 187, L. 17 to P. 188, 6.] 
What has been urged (in Si, 61) in regard to the “ pro- 


duction of material bodies out of material substances — 
any analogy between this and the case in question 


OF FORMATION (of THE Bopy). (Sā. 63), 

What has been urged by the Atheist bears no analogy to 
the case in question. “Why?” Because the § material 
bodies’ mentioned (Sands &c.) are produced without seeds; 
while the Body is always produced from seeds. The term 
constitute 
the ‘seeds’ (of the Body); and what brings about the birth 
of the Body ont of the material substances in the mother’s 
womb are—(1) that ‘ Karman’ of the personality himself, 
which is conducive to the experiences to be gone through by 
him in the mother’s womb, and (2) the ‘Karman’ of the Pa- 
rents which is conducive to the experiences resulting from 
the birth of the child, Thus it is established that there is 
connection with * seeds’ (in the shape of Semen and Ovule). 


Vartika on Sa. (63). 
[P. 443, L. 13 to L, 19} 


What has been urged above in regard to ‘ the for 


mation of 
material bodies out of material substances ’ 


bears no analogy 
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to the case’ in question, « because Parents are tha cause of the 
production of the Body? The term “ Parents ' stands for 
the ovule and semen, The ‘Karman’ (Destiny) of the Parents, 
conducive te the experiences resulting from the birth of the 
child,—and the Karman of the personality conducive to the 
experiences to be gone throagh in the mother’s womb,—both 
these Karmas conjointly bring about the birth of the Body 
in the mother’s womb, Itisin this manner that the ¢ con- 
nection of the seeds’ is established ;* and it is on account 
of this connection of the seed that the child born belongs to 


the same genus as its parents, 
Sutra. (64), 
AND 80 ALSO IS THE FOOD,—(Si. 64). 
Bhasya on Si. (64), [P. 188, L. 8 to L. 14,} 
‘the cause of the formation of the Body’—this has to be 
added, being the principal clause (of the sentence of which 
Siitras 65 and 64 are component parts). 

‘Food’ is what is eaten and drunk; and the juices, 
brought about by the digestion of the food, entering into the 
seed embedded in the mother’s womb, undergo development 
along with that seed; and in that seed there is as much 
development as suffices for the accretion of the necessary 
aggregate ;—the accretion thus formed goes on to develop 
into such aggregates as (1) the cell, (2) the mass, (3) the 
foetus, (+) embryo,f (5) arteries, (6) head, and (7) feet &e., 
—and ultimately into what comes to be the substratum of 
the sense-organs ;—when the fœtus has been formed, the 
juices of the food are absorbed by it through the umbilical 
cord, and it continues to grow till it becomes fit for being 
born. No such development is found to occur in the case 
of food lying in the dish (and not eaten by a person): From 
all this it follows that the development of the Body of the 
child is dependent upon the karman (Destiny of the 
Parents). A 


*aq aqq is tho right reading. 
f From (1) to (4) are the names of the several shapes of the developing 


fætus—saysi the Tatparya. 
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Varlika on Su. [64). 
FP. 443, L. 21 to P. 444, L. 5.J 


Also because food is the cause of the production of the 
Body—such is the complete sentence. It is also meant to be 
a circumstance that puts the case of the Loty on a padesi 
different footing from that of Sands, Pebbles’ &c. £ Food is 
what is eaten and drank; the digestion of 
these produces certain Juices; these go on deve- 
loping in the mother’s body ; and aggregating into the shape 
of the fœtus in the womb they come to form the Cell &., 
and finally develop into Hands, Feet, &c., through the acere- 
sion of material substances influenced by § Karman’ 
Tf the material substances were not influenced by Karman 
(when developing into the footus), then similar devel- 
opment should attend the food in the dish also.* There 
is however no such development of the food in the dish. 
Hence the conclusion is that in the formation of the human 
body, the material substances do stand in need of the influ- 
ence of Karman or Destiny. 


Sutra (65). 
SPECIALLY BEOAUSE, EVEN WHEN PHYSICAL CONNECT - 
JON IS PRESENT, THERE IS NO CEBTAFNTY (IN THE APPEAR- 
ANCE OF THE EPFECr). (Si. Gb). 
Bhasya on St. (65). 
EP. 188, L. 16 to L. 18.} 


Asa matter of fact, every connection of the Parents does 
not bring about conception; and the only explanation of 
this is that there is no conception when the necessary influ- 


Var. P. 444, 


* nant is the right reading ; the sense being that—‘ if the Destiny of the 


Parents had nothing to do with development of the fœtus, and this was due 
to the independent action of the materi 


in the dish should also develop into the 


al substances themselves,—tben the food 
foetus in the same manner as the food 
eaten by the mother. 
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ence of Karman (Destiny), is absent; and when this influence 
Is present conception dogs take Place. This is the only ex- 
planation possible of the said uncertainty of conce ties 
lf the material substances were independent (of any Seah tn flu- 
ence as Destiny), there should be certainty of conception; 
for under that hypothesis, there would be no element want- 
ing in the causes necessary for the formation;of the Body. 


Vartika on St. (65). 
[P. 444, L. 7 toL. 9.] 


Specially becarse elc etc.—says the Sutra. If in the for- 
mation of the Body, the material substances Were independ- 
ent of Karman (Destiny), then, every connection of the 
parents should lead to the birth of a child. If, on the 
other band, they are dependent upon Karman, the uncertainty 
becomes easily explained. 

Bhasya on Su. (68). 
[P. 188, L. 18 to P. 189, L. 12.) 

Further, 


Just as KARMAN (DESTINY) IS THE CAUSE OF THE 
FORMATION OF THE BODY, SO IS IT ALSO OF THE OONNEOT- 
ION OF. THAT BODY (WITH A PARTICULAR Sour).* (St. 66), 


It is, as a matter of fact, impossible for the Body to be 
formed out of the Earth and other material substances, 
independently of Destiny,—the Body consisting, as it does, 
of an aggregation, brought about by means of an arrange- 
ment or disposition, most difficult to encompass, of such 
(heterogeneous) components as—(1) the arteries through 
which the bodily humours and life-breath flow. (2) the hum- 


° This Siéra anticipates the objection that, when a body is born, it comes into 
contact with all Souls—since all are equally omnipresent,—so that a body should 
belong to all Souls equally. The answer is that, though ina general way all Souls 
arein contact withthe Body, yet the special connection of the body with one in- 
dividual Soul is due tothe Destiny of that Soul; which Destiny determines the 
exact body fit for the experiences in store for that Soul. 

Wouldit not be simpler to take the Sztra to mean that ‘the connection of 
Parents alsois due to the Destiny of the Soul to be born of these parents.’ This 

would be mare in keeping with the context. 
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ours of the body culminating in the semen, (3) the Tendon, Skin, 
Bones, Veins, Muscle, embryo’and fœtus, (4) head, arms and 
belly, (5) the thighs, (6) the Wind, Bile and Phlegm per- 
meating the Body, and (7) the mouth, throat, chest, stomach, 
intestines and bowels ;—consequently we conclude that its 
formation is due to Destiny. In the same manner if among 
the causes (bringing about the body) there is nothing that is 
related to any particular Soul, the Harth and other material 
substances that would constitute the body would be equally 
related to all the Souls—among whom there would be nothing 
to distinguish one from the other,—and there being nothing 
in the Earth &c. themselves that would connect them with 
any one Soul, and with the rest, the Body formed out of 
these would be the common substratum for the pleasure, 
pain and cognition of all the Souls;—asa matter of fact 
however, each Body is found to be connected with only one 
particular Soul; and the only explanation of this restriction 
is that Karman (Destiny) is a cause that brings about the 
formation of the Body ; so that the Karmic residuum of each 
Soul being restricted to itself, it produces a Body fit for being 
the substratum of the experiences of that particular Soul in 
which the residuum subsists, and connects that body with 
that Soul. Thus it is fonnd that just as Destiny is the cause 
of the formation of the Body, so is it also of the connection 
of that Body with a particular Soul. What we mean by 
‘connection’ is the relation that each Body bears to an 
individual Soul. 
Varlika on SG. (66). 


[P. 444, L. 8 to P. 445, L. 9.] 


Objection: —‘ The connection with all Souls being equal, 


they should all have a common body,—there being nothing | 


to restrict a body to any one Soul only.” 


Answer :—If what you mean by this is that—‘‘ One Body is 
related to all Souls, through conjunction brought about either 
by conjunction or by motion; and in the Body itself there 
18 nothing that could restrict it to any one Soul; nor is there 


“any thing in the Soul whereby any one Body could be the 
- Means of the experiences of that Soul only ; and yet such 
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restriction is actually found to exist; hence it behoves the 
Siddhantin to explain this restriction (of one Body to one 


Soul),”’—then our answer to this is provided inthe next 
Sutra: 


Just as Destiny etc, éfe.—says the Satra. That same 
Destiny which brings about the Body also serves to restrict 
the connection of that Body. If the formation of the Body 
were not due to Destiny, then we would have the incongrui- 
ties already noted above, “But to what is due the subsiste 
ence of the Destiny in a particular Soul?” If you mean 
by this that—* even if Destiny is what restricts the forma- 
tion of the Body, whence does the restriction of Destiny 
arise P ”—then our answer is that it is due 
to the restriction of the bringing about of its 
own connection; that is, when one Soul becomes connected 
with one Body, the Destiny resulting from this connection 
belongs to that Soul. “But whence the restriction in regard 
to the connection ? This question shall persist in the same 
manner as that relating to the restriction of the Destiny.” 
Not so; for Mind is the cause of restriction; that is, the 
connection brought about by the Mind belongs to that Soul 
to whom the Mind belongs. “The same question arises 
in regard to the Mind also; the Mind being equally related 
to all Souls, whence the restriction ?” Destiny itself is” 
the cause of this restriction; the Mind belongs to that partic. 
ular Soul with whose Destiny it is bound up, - “ How 
does this come about at the beginning of creation (when there 
is no Destiny)?” This objection has no force, since we 
do not admit of any such thing as the ‘ beginning of creas 
tion;’ the world is without a beginning, as has been proved 
under Sutra 8-1-19; dnd the objection urged is applicable 
only if the world has a beginning, and not if it has 
none. 


Var, P. 445. 
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Sätra (67). 

By WHAT HAS BREN SAID IN THE PRECEDING SOTRA 
THE ABSENCE OF UNIVERSALITY HAS REEN EXPLAINED [i.e,, 
SHOWN TO BE IMPOSSIBLE, INSXPLIOABLE UNDER THE PŪRYA- 
PAKSA (Su. 67)).* 

Bhasya on Si. (67). 
[P. 189, and 14 to P. 190, and 15.] 


What is called ‘aniyama’, ‘absence of universality’, has 
been explained—by what has been said in the preceding 
Sitra,—‘just as Destiny is the cause of the formation of the 
Body so is it also of the connection of that Body with a 
particular Soul, —as impossible and inexplicable under the 
theory that the formation of the Body is not due to Destiny, t 


Q. “ What does, Niyama, ‘ Universality,’ mean here ?” 


A. What is called ‘ Universality ’ here is the idea that 
the body of one Soul is the same as that of all Souls; so that 
what is meant by ‘nyama,’ ‘absence of Universality,’ is diversis 
ty, distinction, peculiarity —i.e., the idea that the body of one 
Soul is different from that of another.t 


© All the commentaries explain this Sūtra as aimed against the following 
Sankhya-doctrine :—“ The formation of the Body is not due to Destiny ; it is due 
to the functioning of Primordial Matter; this Primordial Matter, through its 
own inherent activity, independently of Marit, Demerit &c., evolves the several 
products.” 

The Sūtra hag been rendered according to the explanation provided by the 
Commentators, Would it not be simpler to render it as follows— What has been 
said disposes of the objection that there could be no restiriction as to which Soul 
should have which Body.’ 

t We have adopted the reading—arsarna fact wa afaq ...... 

meg: Which has been adopted by the Litparya ; according to which 
and the Vartika, this sentence should be construed that :—Årsyn ftam 

wt aniraa HA.. NR: The Tétparya explains the purport 
as follows— The absence of Universality—i.e., the fact that no single Body can be 
common to all Souls —that has been described in the preceding Stiitra—has been 
@plained—i.e,, shown to be impossible under the theory that the formation of the 
Body is brought about by material substances independently of any such influence 


$‘ Niyama stands for Universality, the idea of all Souls having a common 
body ; Aniyama’ means non-universality, the idea that one Soul has one body and 
another a totally different one—Tatparya, 
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_ Asa matter of fact, we actually find such diversity or 
distinctions in the birth of bodies as (a) one is born in a high 
family, another in a low family, (b) one is praiseworthy 
and another blameworthy, (¢) one is full of diseases while 
another is free from diseases, (d) one is complete while 
another is maimed, (e) one is full of suffering while another 
is full of happiness, (f) one is endowed with excellent charac- 
teristics of man while another is quite the contrary, (g) one 
is endowed with good properties while another possesses 
bad properties, (h) one has efficient and another weak 
sense-organs. [These are the cruder differences ordinarily 
perceptible] there are several subtler differences, which are 
innumerable, All this diversity in the birth of Bodies can be 
due only to the Destiny attaching to each individual Soul 
(which determines the character of the Body into which that 
Soul is going to be born). On the other hand, if there were 
no such diverse Destinies, attaching to individual Souls, (as in- 
fluencing the birth of the Body), then—there being no 
difference among the Souls themselves, and the Earth and 
other material substances (as constituting Primordial Matter) 
being the same in all cases, and there being nothing in these 
substances to lead to any restriction,—it would come to this 
that all bodies belong to all Souls. As a matter of fact how- 
ever, the life of Souls is not found to be so (that is, such as all 
bodies belong to all Souls). Hence the conclusion is that 
the formation of the Body cannot bat be due to the influence 
of Destiny. 

Further, the separation (freedom) of the Soul from the 
Body is also rendered possible by the possibility of the 
exhaustion of Kurman (Destiny). * That is to say, 
when the formation of the Body is due to Destiny, it becomes 
possiblet for the Soul to become separated (freed) from that 
body.—“ How ?’*— Through the possibility of the exhaustion of 
Destiny. It is possible for Destiny to be exhausted in the 
following manner :—Right Knowledge having destroyed Illu- 
sion, the person becomes free from all attachment,—he 


eo 


© This appears as Szira@ in the printed text, Bat no such Sūtra is found in 


` the Nydyasichi-ribandha, nor iu Sutra Mes, ©. and D., nor in Vishvanatha’s 


Vritti. 
+ For yaqa read sqqq as found in Puri Ms. B. 
Nyaya Vol. TIL, 347. 
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commits no further deeds, by body, speech, or mind, which 
eould lead to his re-birth ; so that there is no further accumu- 
lation of Destiny, and all past accumulation becomes exhaust- 
ed by his passing through the experiences resulting there- 
from ; thus (in the absenee of Destiny) there being nothing 
to bring about a further Body, when the present Body falls 
off, no further Body is formed, and hence there is no further 
bondage (for that Soul). If the formation‘ of the Body were 
not due to Destiny,—as of the material substance ( Primordial} 
Matter) itself there can be no destruction,—there would be no 
possibility of the Soul ever becoming freed from the Body. 


Vartika on Së. (67). 
~ [P. 445, L. $1 to L. 19.} 


By what has been said §c. &c.—says the Silva. “What 
is meant by Niyama?” ‘ Niyama’ stands for the notion 
that ‘just as one body belongs to one Soul so does it belong 
to all Souls’; so that uniyama, ‘absence of Universality ” 
stands for diversity, distinction, the notion that ‘the body of 
one Soul is totally different from that of another.’ 


As a matter of fact, living beings are found to have 
distinct bodies of varying kinds; this could not be possible 
if the formation of bodies were due to material substances 
mdependently of Destiny ; while (if it were due to Destiny), 
inasmuch as there is diversity in the Destinies of men, 3 
diversity in the bodies would be only natural. 


Lhe separation of the Soul from the Body is also rendered 
possible by the possibility of the exhaustion of Destiny. There 
are two causes of the Body—manifested and unmanifested ; 
of the Unmanifested cause, which is called ¢ Destiny,’ there is 
exhaustion due to the experiencing of its results ; and when 
Destiny has been exhausted, material substances (the mani- 
fested causes), even though present, do not produce another 
body ; and hence Final Release becomes accomplished. If 


Nyaya Vol, TII. 348. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


Buisya—Virqira 3-2-68. 35 


Destiny had no influence (over the substances formino the 
Body}—the cause of the Body, in the shape of the material 
substances, being eternal (indestructible), the destruction of 
what would render the Souls free and hence released ? 


Sūtra (48). 

* [F IT BE ASSERTED THAT—“‘ THE FORMATION OF THE 
Bopy IS DUR 10 ‘ aprisra’ {(a) ¢ NON-PERCEPTION, ’ on (8) 
UNSEEN QUALITY] ”—THEN [OUR ANSWER 18 THAT) IN THAT 
CASE, EVEN AFTER FINAL RELEASE THERE WOULD PR 
LIKELINOOD OF A Bony BEING PRODUCED. (Sa. 68). 


Bhasya on Sa. (68). 
[P. 190, L. 17 to P. 191, L. 15.] 


LA] “It is adurshuna, ‘ non-perception,’ that is spoken 
of as ugrista, (in the Sitra). As a matter of fact, the forma- 
tion of the Body is brought about by ‘non-perception.’ That 
is, as long as the Body has not been formed, the perceiver, 
being without a receptacle (abode), cannot perceive things, the 
things to be perceived by him being of two kinds—(a) the 
object (Sound, Taste, Odour &e.) and the diversity or difference 
between the Unmanifested {Primordial Matter) and the Soul ; 
—and it is (in view of this ‘ non-perception,’ and) for this 
purpose (of accomplishing the perception of these two kinds 
of things) that the Body is brought into existence. Hence 
when the said perception (of both kinds of things) has been 
accomplished, the material substances have done all they had 


# The printed text, as also the Ny@yastchinibaudha, includes this clause also 
under the Stra. But neither Vishvanatha nor any Sūtra Ms. reads the Sūtra so ; 
according to these the form of the Sūtra is simply ‘punastatprasatigo’ pavargé. 
But from the Bkdgya (P. 191, Ll. 10 &c.) itis clear that the text of the Sūtra is 
as printed, 

The Vartika and the Z'é¢parya explain this objection as proceeding from the 
Sankhya (A). The Bhasya latter on, P. 191, L. 10, offers another explanation, 
whereby the objection is represented as coming froin the Jaina (B), 

The Ydtparya has explained the term ‘Adrista’ of the Sūtra, which the 
Bhasya says, is synonymous here with ‘adarshana,’ non-perception, —to mean the 
non-perception of such objects of enjoyment as Sound and the like, as also the 
non-perception of the distinction between Svul and Matter. 


Nyay Fol. 111, 349, 
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to do (in connection with that perceiving Soul) and conse- 
quently do not produce any other Body for him ; and in this 
manner the ‘ separation from Body ” becomes possible. 


ld the above view, then onr answer is that 
Bae aa even after Final Release, there would be 
likelihood of a further Body being born, That is, there 
woald be likehhood of another Body being produc: 
ed for that Soul. According — to you, there is one 
‘non-pereeption ’—i.e., impossibility of perception—while 
the Body has not been formed; and there is impossibility 
of perception’ after the Body has ceased to exist,— which 
also is another ‘non-perception ;—and between these two 
‘non-perceptions ’ there is no difference ; 80 that, even after 
Final Release, inasmuch as ‘non-perception’ (which, according 
to you, is the sole cause of the production of the Body] 
would be there, there would be every likelihood of another 


Body being produced. 


“But the fact of the purpose of the Body-production 
having been. accomplished forms the point of difference 
(between the two ‘non-perceptions).”* 

This cannot be right; because as a matter of fact, we 
find production or accomplishment as well as non-accom- 
plishment. That is, if what you mean to urge is that— 
“ When perception (of ordinary things, and of the difference 
between Soul and Matter) has been accomplished, the 
material substances have their purpose fulfilled, and ag 
such, do not go to form another Body; and this forms the 
point of difference [wherein one kind of “ pon-perception,’ 
that due to the cessation of the Body upon Final Release, 
differs from the other kind of “non-perception,’ that due 
to the non-existence of the Body, before it has been pro- 
duced],”’—then, our answer is that this cannot be right ; 
because we find production on accomplishment as well as 
on non-accomplishment; that is, as a matter of fact we find 
that Bodies are produced again and again (for the non- 
released Soul), even though the material substances have 
their purpose fulfilled by the Soul’s perception of the things 
of the world; and inasmuch as the Bodies produced 
again and again do not (always) bring about the perception 


° This is printed as Satra. But no such Sūtra is found anywhere. 
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of ee Tarea Soul and Matter (which is the only 
ele E Bo `, then wees for the Soul by these: 
subsequent bodies), the producti 3 i 

Na TAT i anes ction of all these bodies must 

From all this it is clear that, under the theory that 
the creation of things is not due to Destiny, the formatio 
of the Body cannot be regarded as beino for the pur ee 
of ‘ Perception ;’ while under the theory that the said cae 
tion is due to Destiny, the formation of the Body can be 
rightly regarded as being for the purposes of Perception ;’ as 
(under this latter theory) * Perception’ consists in experience 
which is the result of deeds done (ie. Destiny). : 

[B] The clause ‘ tadadristakaritam’ may be taken as 
representing the theory of other philosophers :—“ Adrista is 
the name of a particular quality of Atoms, which brings about 
action or motion; it is when urged by this quality that the 
Atoms combine and bring about the Body; whereupon 
this Body is entered by the Mind, which also is urged to it 
by its own quality of ‘ Adrista’; and when the Body has 
become entered by the Mind then the Perceiver begins to 
have his perceptions.” 

‘Che answer to this theory also is that—‘ there is likeli- 
haod of another Body being produced ’—since the Mind is not 
destroyed ; that is, even after Final Release, there would 
be likelihood of afurther Body being produced, as ‘ Adrista,’ 
the quality of Atoms, is indestructible (and hence persists 
even after Release). 


Vartika ou Sn. (68). 
[P. 44 , L. 1 to P. 448, L. 8.} 


It may be asserted that—it is due to adrista; that is, 
the formation of the Body is due to adrista,—the world 
‘adrista’ meaning adurshana, non-perception. That is, at 
the beginning of creation, Primordial Matter becomes, active 
by reason of the Soul’s purpose; and becoming thus active 
it brings about the Body undergoing modifications from 
the Mahat onwards; and it is only when the Body has been 
produced thatthe Perceiver perceives the things to be per- 
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ceived ;—things to be perceived being of two kinds: (1) 
Objects and (2) difference between Soul and Matter; and 
when this gerception has been accomplished, Primordial 
Matter, having its work accomplished, does not act any 
further. Thus then, it is ‘non-perception* (of Objects and 
of the difference between Soul and Matter) that should be 
regarded as the cause of the formation of the Body, since it 
comes about only when the former is present. 

In accordance with this theory,* even after Final Release 
there would be likelihood of a Body being Produced. Accord- 
ing to the above there are two kinds of ‘non-perception ;’ 
(1) tthat which is regarded as the impossibility of percep- 
tion, before the activity of Primordial Matter, and (2) that 
impossibility of perception which comes subsequently, after 
the formation of the Body has ceased ;—now there is no 
difference between these two ‘non-perceptions;’ so that if 
the formation of the Body be attributed to ‘ non-perception,’ 
then it should come to this—just as Primordial Matter 
becomes active for the accomplishment of man’s purpose, 
before he has perceived the difference between Soul and 
Matter [this activity being due to‘ non-perception ’ of difference 
between Soul and Matter],—so in the same manner, even 
after the Final Release of the Man, that matter should 
become active (by reason of ‘non-perception’ which is still 
there, in the shape of the impossibility of perceiving the objects 
of perception), But no such activity (after Final Release) is 
admitted (by the Sankhya). Hence the formation of Body 
cannot be attributed to ‘non-perception.’ 


“Rut there will be this difference between the two 
‘non-perceptions’ that in the case of one the work has been 
accomplished.” 


eS 
© Read ag IÅ for ad 
T fraferrarintirear is the right reading. 
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This cannot be right ;* because as a matter of fact we 
find material substances active, when their work has been 
accomplished as well as when it has not been accomplished ; 
E.g. the first Body of the Soul having accomplished the 
work of the perception of Colour and such other objects of 
perception, the second and subsequent Bodies could not 
be the means of bringing about the perception of Colour 
&c, (since this perception has been already accomplished) ; 
but this second and other subsequent bodies are actually 
found to be the means of the perception of Colour, Sound 
&c. ;—and from this it is ċlear that material substances are 
active also after their work has been accomplished. Then 
again, the formation of the Body being for the accomplish- 
ment of the Soul’s purpose,—and this ‘ purpose’ consisting 
of the perception of the difference between Soul and Matter, 
—since the second and subsequent Bodies do not accomplish 
this purpose, the formation of these must be regarded as 
purposeless. 


‘What we mean by ‘non-perception’ (as the cause of 
Body-formation) is a particular kind of desire to perceive.” 


If you mean by this that— Non-perception does not 
mean absence of perception, it means only the desire to 
perceive, and no such desire can arise when Primordial Matter 
has accomplished its work in regard to the Person,’—this 
is not right; because before the activity of Primordial 
Matter has set in, the said desire cannot appear; until 
Primordial Matter has actually evolved into Mahat &c., there 
can be no desire to perceive; how then can 
any such desire be the cause of the said 
activity (of Primordial Matter)? “ By reason of omnipo- 
tence, it is there at that time also.” Ff you mean by this 


° The right reading is 4 JA aR 


Var P. 447. 
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that—‘* Primordial Matter is endowed with ald causal poten. 
cies, and endowed with these potencies, which constitute 
its own essence, Primordial Matter is omnipresent; and 
since it is omnipresent, there is desire to perceive in the 
Matter, even before its activity has set in,’’—then, this 
cannot be right; as in that case there would be no possibility 
of Final Release. Just as the Desire to Perceive is there 
{before activity), so also wouldsthe ‘ Perception of Difference 
between Soul and Matter’ be there (by reason of the omni- 
presence of Primordial Matter); so that (if during the 
activity of Matter also, the said Perception is there) 
there would be no Final Release at all. In fact while 
the Perception of Difference is there, there should be 
activity of Primordial Matter ;’ and your theory involves the 
furtherincongruity that even when the Perception of Difference 
is there, the Desire to Perceive does not cease. Further, 
according to you that which exists never loses its being, so 
that where the Desire to Perceive exists (it can never cease), 
whence could there be Final Release? Then again, 
Desire to Perceive and Perception of Difference being mutually 
contradictory, how could they exist af one and the same 
time P 


If the Opponent were to say that what he means by ‘non- 
perception’ is ajzana, Ignorance,—he should be met with 
the following alternative :—‘‘ What is ‘ajiana,’ ‘Ignor- 
ance’? Isit absence of knowledge? Or wrong knowledge ? 
“What do you mean by thisP’’ If it is mere absence, then 
no Final Release is possible, for before the activity of 
_ Primordial Matter, as also after its work has been accom- 
plished, this absence of knowledge will be there. * If, on the 


j © Before the activity of Primordial matter there is absence of knowledge, of 
difference between Soul and Matter, and after Primordial Matter has done ita work, 
there is absence of knowledge, of ordinary things, 


Nydya Vol. TII. 354. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


Brdsya—Variixa 3-2-68, © 4l 


other hand, ‘ajñāna’ stands for wrong knowledge, that cannot 
be right ; as before the activity of matter, no such wrong 
knowledge is present [there being no objects that could be 
known]. “Why should the wrong knowledge be absent 
(before the activity of Matter) 2” For the simple reason 
that (according to the Sa akhya) wrong knowledge is a quality 
ef Buddhi (which is not present before the activity of 
Primordial Matter). Further, after Primordial Matter has 
done its work, Budd@hi would cease to exist ; how then could 
its quality, wrong knowledge, remain?” “Butin accord- 
ance with the theory that Products are ever existent, the 
Wrong Cognition is always present.” By saying this you 
set aside Final Release entirely. SOW: hive hae Because 
to hold that Wrong Knowledge is ever present means that 
ight Knowledge (which leads to Release) is ever absent. 
Further [if it be urged that Right Knowledge also is ever 
present, according to the Sankhya theory of every Product 
being ever-existent], Right Knowledge and Wrong Knowledge 
(being contradictories) can never exist at the same time; 
hence it cannotbe right to hold that activity (which is preceded 
by Wrong Knowledge, ea-hyp»thesi) is for the accomplishment 
* of Aight Knowledge. According to your theory there is 
nothing that is non-existent, —and what is existent never 
loses its being ; so that all things being always existent, it 
behoves you to explain for the sake of what thing should 
Primordial Matter become active. If you hold that the 
activity of Primordial Matter is for the purpose of manifesting 
(what already exists in an unmanifested form),—then the 
question remains as before: Is this manifestation existent 
before the said activity ? or non-existent ? “What is 
meant is that what was unperceived before (activity) becomes. 


: Mey, not arareey, is the right reading. 
Nyaya Vol. TIT. 350, 
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_ perceived (after). ” When a thing becomes perceived, 
is there any fresh quality produced in it P or does it become 
perceived without any such quality being produced? Ifyou 
hold that it is perceived after a particular quality has been 
_ produced in it, then this involves a sgelf-contradiction on your 
part. * If,on the other hand, you hold that it is perceived 
without any fresh quality being produced in it, then, it 
behoves you to explain why in that case, it is 
not perceived before (activity of matter). In 
fact howsoever much you may try, you can never explain the 
production of any fresh quality; while if you deny the pro- 
duction of a fresh quality, you cannot explain the per- 
ceptibility and imperceptibility of the thing. 
If, on the other hand, the formation of the Body is due 
to Destiny, then it is only right that for the purpose of bring- 
ing about the perception, material substances are influenced 
by the quality of the man (in the shape of his effort) and 
thus briag into existence his Body :—for unless the Body is 
produced, the Perceiver, being without an abode, eannot 
perceive things, 3 


Var. P. 448. 


Others haye explained ed¢rista (to which the formation 
of the Body is attributed) as quality of Atoms. In the 
ease of these people also, there would be likelihood of a Body 
being produced, also afler Final Release, as what brings about 
the Body is a quality of Atoms (which is ever present) ; so 
that even after Kinal Release there could be a possibility of 
Bodies being produced. 

Sutra (69). 
THERE SHOULD BE NO SEVERANCE OF CONNECTION,— 
THIS BEING DUB TO THE AOTION OF MIND.+ (Si. 69). 


° The idea of anything being produced after ig* not compatible with the 
Sanikhya theory of ‘manifestation,’ 


+ This Sūtra is not-found in the Puri Sitra-Ms.; it is found every where else. 
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Bhasya Su. (69). 
[P. 191, L. 17 to P. 192, L. 3.] 

{Another objection against the Jaina view, referred to in 
the latter part of the Bhasya on Si. 68.] 

If the mind enters (into the Body) by virtue of ‘adrista,’ 
the Unseen Quality of the Mind, there should be no Severance 
of connection (between the Mind and the Body). For under 
this view,* to what could the moving out of the Mind from 

i ng out 
(of the Mind from the Body, at death) is due to the fact 
that one set of Karmic Residuum (to which the dead Body 
owed its existence) having been exhausted, ‘another set of 
Karmic residuum (to which the next Body would be due) 
sets up its fruition.t The moving out of the Mind 
would be due to the unseen quality (Advista) ; that same 
unseen quality which has been the cause of entrance (of the- 
Mind into the Body) -will also be the cause of its evit” 
This cannot be right ; for one and the same thing cannot be | 
the cause of both life (which is what the entrance of Mind 
means) and death (which is whatis meant by the Mind’s 
ewit) ; according to your view the same Unseen Quality would 
be the cause of both life and death ; and this is absurd. 

Vartika on Su, (69). 
[P. 448, L. 10 to L. 15.] 

There should be no severance uf connection ete, ele.—says 
the Sūtra. [The view traversed here is as follows]—** Atoms 
combine, among themselves, by reason of their Unseen 
Quality, and having combined, they bring into existence the 
Diad and other products, down to the Body ; and this Body is 
entered by the Mind, through its own Unseen Quality.” 

. Our answer to this is that whatleads to the entrance of the 
Mind into the Body [i.e. the Unseen Quality] being eternal, 
by what could its exit (from the Body) be brought about ? 


m 


° qq is better than qeq 


HARE EFAA.. zerră—These words have no connection with the pre- 
sent context. They are not found in the Puri Mss., nor in any other manuscript 


save one. 


Nyaya Vol, TIT. 357. 


CC-O. In Public Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 


44° Inpian Tuoucnt: Nyaya-Sogpra. 


_ . According to our theory, it is only right that upon the exhaus- 
tion of the (former) Karmic residuum, ewit should be brought 
about by the (next) Karmic residuum and death should 

. ensue, It will not be right to assert that the Unseen Quality 
of the Mind would be the cause of both (its entrance and 
exit) ;—because one and the same thing cannot be the cause 
of both life and death, 

S#tra (70). 
InasMucR AS DEATH WOULD NOT BE POSSIBLE, THE 
BODY SHOULD HAVE TO BE REGARDED AS EVER-LASTING, 
r (Sa. 70). 
Bhasya on St. (70). 
[P. 192, L. 5 to L. 8.J 
When, on the experiencing of the fruits (of all deeds) 
there is exhaustion of Karmie residuum and the Body 
falls off, it is called ‘death’; and under the influence of 
another Karmic residuum there is ‘rebirth.’ Now, if the 
formation of the Body were due to the material substances 
themselves, independently of Destiny, what is it the exhaus- 
tion whereof could lead to the fall of the Body, which is 
called ‘death’ P? And there being no death we understand 
that the Body should have to be regarded as ever-lasting. For 
if Death were due to mere chance, (and not toa specific cause 
~ relating specifically to the individual), then there could be 
no difference in the manner of death (in several persons).? 


Vartika on Su, (70). 
 [P. 448, L. 15 to L. 18.] 


Inasmuch as Deuth ete. ete.—says the Satra. What we 

vi mean by saying that ‘the Body should have to be regarded as 
_ Oternal’ is that Death would not be possible ; because, as we 
have already explained (Text, bh, 448, L. 12) ‘the Unseen 
eI ie er 


Se 
A io 
a ae Persons die inthe womb, some as soon as they are born, and so forth. 
E cau Were not the effect of a specific cause, it should be either eternal, liže 
kūsha, or an absolute non-entity, like the sk y -lotus.—T'Gtparya,. j 


z 
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Quality, which is the cause of the entrance of the Mind, is 
eternal, and there is no such Unseen Quality as would be the 
cause of its exit.’ If Death were due to mere chance, there 
would be no difference in the manner of Death, : 
Bhasya on Si. (71). 
[P. 192, L. 8 to E. 14] 


The Opponent,—with a view to criticise what has been 
urged against him, to the effect that ‘ there would be hkeli- 
hood of another Body being produced’ (Su. 68),—arcues 
as follows :— eae 


“Ip WOULD BE LIKE TRE ETERNALITY OF THE DARK COLOUR 
OF THE ATOM.”* (Su. 71). 


“ Just as the dark colour of the Atom (of Clay) is eternal, 
and yet when it is obstructed (set aside) by fire-contact (in 
baking), it does not appear again,—in the same manner the 
Body though formed by the Unseen Quality (of the Atoms), 
would not appear again, after Final Release.” 

Vartika on Su. (73). 
[P. 449, LI. 1—3.) 

“It would be like ete, ele.” —says the Sara ; this is the 
answer that they give to what has been urged against them. 
“ Just as the dark colour of the Atom is eternal, and yet it 
is set aside by fire-contact, in the samo manner the Unseen 
Quality of the Atom and of the Mind (even thongh eternal) 
would be set aside by Bight Knowledge.” 

Sutra (72), 
THAT CANNOT BE; AS THIS WOULD INVOLVE (A) THE 

ADMISSION OF WHAT IS NOT SUPPORTED (BY REASONING OR 

. FaoT)} ((B) or, tae AOORUING OF WHAT IS NOT EARNED, } 

(Su. 72.) 


°This Stra, though not found in Sutra Ms. C,is found everywhere else. 

TThe Tétparya construes the Sūtra thus :—pramānēna avisaytkritam ‘akritan’ 
TEratyuta pratyaksagamaviruddham—tasya ‘abhyagamah'’  abhyupagamah y 
latprasangét. This is the interpetation that has been adopted in the translation ; 
a8 also a second interpretation (B), put forward in the Bhasya. a 
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Bhasya on Su. (72.) 
[P, 192, L. 13 to P. 193, L. 22.] 
> (A) The instance cited (in Su. 71) cannot be right ;— 
“ Why? ° —becaùse this would involve the admission of what 
- ds not supported. The term ‘supported stands for not com- 
patible with any right Cognition ; the abbyagama of that 
means its acceptance, avowal; the meaning thus is that he 
who believes what has been said (in Su. 71) would be avow- 
ing what is incompatible’ with allright notion. Hence the 
instance cited cannot be right; since what is asserted ig 
neither perceptible, nor coguisable by inference. Thus what 
the Sufra (72) urges is the fact that what has been cited by 
the Opponent is something still to be proved. 

(Bi Or, the Sūtra may be explained to mean that—That 
cannot br, as this would involve the accruing of what is not 
earned. A person who, on the basis of the example of the 
‘Dark Colour of the Atom, seeks to support the view that the 
formation of the Body is not due to Destiny, draws upon 
himself the incongruity of the accruing of the unearned. That 
is, the theory would involve the contingency that pieasure and 
pain accrues to the man without his having done the acts 
leading up to that pleasure and pain. If, in answer to 
this, you say “ yes, be it so ;”—then our answer is that this 
would be contrary (a) to Perception, (2) to Inference and (c) 
to Scripture : ; 

(a) To Perception it would be contrary in the following 
manner :— That the Pleasure and Pain experienced by each 

Individual Soul is distinct is a fact perceptible to all persons. 
“What is the distinction?» The distinctions are such 
as strong and weak, belated and quick, diverse and uniform, 
and so forth. _ (Under the Opponent’s theory) there can be 
no speciality in the causes bringing pleasure and pain to each 
individual Soul separately ; and unless there is some speci- 
ality in the cause there can be none in the effect. If, on the 

_ other hand, the advent of pleasure and pain is due to Destiny, 
_ Inasmuch as itis possible (a) for the acts of diverse per- 

_S0nalities to be strong or weak &e., (b) for their Karniic resi- 
_ duum to be correspondingly more or less potent, and (c) for 
their acts to be of diverse or uniform character,—it is only 
right that there should be a corresponding distinction in the 


a Aar 263 k 98 k | Nyaya Vol. ILI. 360. 


9646 | 


CcLBepeublic Domain.Digitized By Siddhanta eGangotri Gyaan Kosha 
4 


— a 


Buāşra—Vīārmika 3-2-72.. 47 


Pleasure aad Pain resulting from those acts. And since no 
such distinction in the cause would be possible on the theory 
of the Opponent, there should be no distinction in the result 
ant pleasure and pain :—and this would be incompatible with 
(contrary to) a fact known by Perception. 


(2) The Opponent’s theory would be contrary to Infer- 
ence in the following manner :—The distribution of Pleasure 
and Pain among persons is found to follow from the distri- 
bution of their qualities ; e.g. when an intelligent person, 
having recognised a certain pleasure as brought about by a 
certain means, desires that pleasure, he makes an effort to 
obtain that means, and thereby obtains the pleasure; and he 
does not obtain it otherwise [i.e. if he does not put forth the. 
said effort] ;—similarly, when a person, having recognised 
a certain pain as brought about by a certain means, desires to 
avoid that pleasure, he makes an effort to avoid that means, 
and thereby avoids that pain; and not otherwise. 
Now in the case in question, we find that there are certain 
pleasures and pains that accrue toa person without any 
effort on his part (such for instance as the sufferings due 
to a mis-shaped body]; and on the strength of the well-known 
facts just mentioned, we infer that the distribution of these 
pleasures and pains also must be due to some other quality of 
the intelligent being (if not his direct effort) [and this other 
quality is Merit-Demerit constituting the _person’s Destiny. ] 
This inference would be contradicted if the accruing of 
pleasure and pain were held to be not due to Destiny. 
The said ‘ other quality’ (Merit-Demerit), being imperceptible, 
is called ‘agyisia’ (Unseen Force, Destiny), and since the 
time of its fruition is not definitely fixed, it is regarded as 
indefinite* ; while Apprehension and the other qualities of the 
Soul are perceptible and evanescent. 3 


(c) The Opponent’s theory would be contrary to Scripture 
in the following manner :—There are several Scriptures writ- 
ten by sages, containing the instructions imparted by ee 
sages, in regard to the performance and avoidance $ 
actions ; and the effect of such instruction we find in the 


© We have translated: the reading avyavasthitam ; though to keep up the 
contrast with the ‘evanescence’ of Buddhi, spoken of in the next Sentence, 
‘yyavasthitam, permanant ‘lasting,’ would appear to be the better reading. 
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shape of activities of men consisting of performance in due 
accordance with their respective castes and conditions of 
life, as also in the shape of cessation from activity, consist. 


* .. ing of avoidance of action. Both these kinds of actions, 


-. - good and evil, would be impossible, under the philosophy 
* sof the Purvapaksin; so that this philosophy is contrary to the 


- view (in consonance with Scriptures) that the accruing of 


pleasure and plain to persons is due to Destiny. 


Thus the conclusion is that the doctrine—that “ the forma- 
tion of the Body is not due to Destiny, and the accruing of 


Pleasure and Pain is not due to Destiny’’—is clearly wrong 


and is maintained only by the worst sinners. 


eters Thus ends the Bhasya on 
Adhyaya lII. 


wy 
.” 


Rs -~ Vartika on Si. (72). 
“al That cannot be etc. etc,—says the Swfra. The term 
‘akritabhyagama” means the avowal of a view in support of 
which there is no proof ;—this is what the Siér@ means. 


- Or, the Sūtra may be taken literally as it stands; the 


. meaning being that the theory involves the absurdity of a 


`- man suffering the consequénces of what’ he has not done, 


` 


x ghis has been explained in detail in the Bhasya. 


PT an 


, - 
Soul, Body, Instrument, Objects, Apprehension and 


Mind,—every one of these things has been described in 
this discourse in its true form,’ 


oN a PAGS. Ds 
TE a a 
Thus ends the Vartika on 


A dhyaya I I 
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